The Generic Tasks of Supervision: An Analysis of Supervisee Expectations, Supervisor Interviews and Supervisory Audio-Taped Sessions by Carroll, Michael Francis
THE GENERIC TASKS OF SUPERVISION: 
AN ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISES EXPECTATIONS, 
SUPERVISOR INTERVIEWS 
AND SUPERVISORY AUDIO-TAPED SESSIONS 
BY 
MICHAEL FRANCIS CARROLL 
Thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirement for 
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology 
Department of Psychology 
University of Surrey 
December, 1994 
1 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
APPENDICES ....................................... 
3 
TABLES AND FIGURES ................................ 
5 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ................................ 8 
ABSTRACT ........................................ 
9 
PREFACE ........................................ 
10 
CHAPTER 1 SUPERVISION: AN OVERVIEW ........... 
15 
1.1 WHAT IS SUPERVISION ................. 
15 
1.2 IMPORTANCE OF SUPERVISION ............ 
16 
1.3 SUPERVISION FORMS, STYLES, MODELS ..... 
17 
1.4 HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF SUPERVISION 21 
1.5: TOWARDS GENERIC TASKS OF SUPERVISION 36 
CHAPTER 2 THE SEVEN GENERIC TASKS OF 
SUPERVISION 
................... 
43 
2.1. THE RELATIONSHIP TASK OF SUPERVISION ... 14 2.2 THE TEACHING TASK OF SUPERVISION ...... 
50 
2.3 THE COUNSELLING TASK OF SUPERVISION ... 
53 
2.4. MONITORING PROFESSIONAL/ETHICAL ISSUES 
AS A SUPERVISION TASK ............ 
59 
2.5. THE EVALUATION TASK OF SUPERVISION .... 
64 
2.6. THE CONSULTATION TASK OF SUPERVISION 70 
2.7 ADMINISTRATIVE TASK OF SUPERVISION .... 75 
CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH INTO THE ROLES/TASKS OF 
SUPERVISION 
................... 
81 
3.1. ELLIS AND DELL (1986) ................. 
81 
3.2. ELLIS, DELL AND GOOD (1988) ............ 83 3.3. STENACK AND DYE (1982,1983) ........... 83 3.4. FRANKHAM (1987) ..................... 85 3.5. OTHER RESEARCH ON SUPERVISION TASKS ... . 87 3.6. RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES WITHIN 
SUPERVISION 
.................... 93 3.7. CONTENT ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION 
SESSIONS 
....................... 97 3.8. PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY 
................ 101 
2 
CHAPTER 4 INTRODUCTION TO THIS RESEARCH AND ITS 
METHODOLOGY ................. 
106 
4.1. RESEARCH QUESTIONS ................. 
106 
4.2 STUDY 1 .......................... 
108 
4.3. STUDY 2 ............................ 
109 
4.4. STUDY 3 ............................ 
114 
4.5. AN OVERVIEW OF THE THREE STUDIES ...... 
119 
CHAPTER 5 STUDY 1: SUPERVISES EXPECTATIONS .... 
122 
5.1 INTRODUCTION: RESEARCH DESIGN ....... 122 5.2 SPECIFIC RESEARCH AIMS ............... 
122 
5.3. PARTICIPANTS ....................... 
123 
5.4. PROCEDURES ........................ 
124 
5.5. MEASURES .......................... 
125 
5.6. RESULTS 
........................... 
140 
5.7. OVERALL DISCUSSION OF STUDY I ........ 
157 
CHAPTER 6 STUDY 2: ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION 
DISCOURSE ..................... 
170 
6.1. DESIGN OF STUDY .................... 
170 
6.2. STATEMENT OF RESEARCH AIM. .......... 170 6.3. PARTICIPANTS 
....................... 
170 
6.4. MEASURES: CODING METHODOLOGY ....... 171 
6.5. PROCEDURES 
........................ 
180 
6.6. RESULTS 
........................... 
185 
6.7 DISCUSSION ......................... 
215 
CHAPTER 7 STUDY 3: SUPERVISOR GUIDED 
INTERVIEWS 
.................... 
223 
7.1. RESEARCH DESIGN .................... 
223 
7.2. STATEMENT OF RESEARCH AIM ........... 
223 
7.3. PARTICIPANTS 
....................... 
223 
7.4 INTERVIEW METHODOLOGY 
.............. 
224 
7.5 PROCEDURES 
........................ 
226 
7.6 THE REPORT 
........................ 
227 
7.7 DISCUSSION ......................... 
281 
CHAPTER 8: OVERALL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS . 287 
8.1 DISCUSSION 
......................... 
287 
8.2. FUTURE RESEARCH .................... 
295 
BIBLIOGRAPHY .................................... 297 
3 
APPENDICES 
Study--l 
Appendix 1: Questionnaire (Expectations of Supervision) 323 
Appendix 2: Information page of Questionnaire 2 and 3. 339 
Appendix 3: Assignment of Items to Scales (Questionnaire). 340 
Appendix 4: Questionnaire (Test/Retest) 344 
Appendix 5: Assignment of Items to Scales (Test/Retest) 352 
Appendix 6: Tables on the means for Ranking Ordering of the 
Seven Tasks for both Supervisees and Supervisors 
within each College 356 
Appendix 7: Tables on the means of the expectations of the 
three tasks of Supervision and Supervisor for 
each College. 367 
Appendix 8: Rank means and anovas on the rank ordering and 
three tasks on the 1st. Administration and overall 
for the three groups of Diploma (one-year), 
Diplomas (two-year), and Masters courses. 370 
Study 
-2 
Appendix 9: Coding Methodology for Supervision Tapes 373 
Appendix 10 : Letter of Invitation to Supervisory Dyads 380 
Appendix 11 : Supervisor/Supervisee Information Form. 382 
Appendix 12 : Supervisor/Supervisee Post-Session Report Form. 384 
Appendix 13 : Example of Cohen Inter-Reliability Test. 386 
Appendix 14 : Frequency and Percentages of Utterances Overall 
and within each task for the six Supervisory Dyads. 388 
Appendix 15 : Number of supervisory sessions within each dyad, 
the number taped, the number of post-session ratings 
of both supervisor and supervisee, and the tape 
chosen for transcript marked with an asterisk (*). 407 
4 
Appendix 16 : The frequency, percentages and totals of utterances 
for each task throughout the three tapes for each dyad 
Appendix 17 : The percentages, means and range of utterances 
within each task for each dyad for Supervisor (Si) 
and Supervisee (S2). 
Appendix 18 : Letter of Invitation to BAC Supervisors. 
Appendix 19 : Pre-Interview Questionnaire for Participants. 
Appendix 21 : Format for BAC Accreditation 
Appendix 22 : Transcript of One Guided Interview 
412 
415 
416 
418 
419 
421 
5 
Table 1.1. 
TABLES AND FIGURES 
Three phases in the History of Supervision 21 
Table e 1.2. Bernard's Discrimination Model (1979) 28 
Table 1.3. Littrell, Lee-borden, and Lorenz's Supervision Model (1979) 32 
Table 1.4. Developmental Model of Littrell et al. (1979) 32 
Table 1.5. Holloway's Role Model of Supervision (1984) 33 
Table 1.6. The EPICS Model of Supervision (1989) 34 
X1.7 Categories and Sub-categories of supervision labels 38 
Table 1.8. An overview of Supervision tasks throughout five models. 40 
Fig. 1.1 Ekstein's Supervision Triangle (1964) 29 
Fig. 1.2. Ekstein and Wallerstein's Clinical Rhombus (1972) 30 
Fie. 2.1. The Seven Tasks of Supervision 43 
Fig. 2.2. The relationship task of supervision 44 
Fit.. 2.3. The teaching task of supervision 50 
Fig. 2.4. The counselling task of supervision 53 
M2.2.5- The professional/ethical task of supervision 59 
Fig. 2.6. The evaluation task of supervision 64 
Fig. 2.7. The consultation task of supervision 70 
Fig. 2.8. The administration task of supervision 75 
Fig. 4.1. Overview of the three studies. 119 
Table 5.1. Number of items under each task and within each section 
of the questionnaire. 127 
Table 5.2. Alpha co-efficents for the seven tasks of supervision on the 
overall Questionnaire. 129 
Table 5.3. Correlations on the Seven Generic Tasks of 
Supervision on the Test/Retest Reliability Check. 130 
Table 5.4. Factor loading, means and standard deviation for items 
comprising the three factors in the 1st. Section 
of the Questionnaire. 132 
6 
Table 5 , 5. Factor loading, means and standard deviation 
for items 
comprising the three factors in the 2nd. Section 
of the Questionnaire. 136 
Table 5.6. Number of items within each factor and the numbers 
common to Administrations 1 and 2 of the Questionnaire. 139 
Table 5.7. Mean rankings and standard deviation of the importance of 
the seven tasks of supervision by supervisees for subjects 
who completed all three administrations. 142 
Table 5.8. Mean rankings and standard deviation of the perceptions of 
supervisor rankings of the importance of the seven tasks of 
supervision for subjects who completed all three administrations. 143 
Table 5.9. Mean factor and item ratings of the expectations of the 
three tasks of supervision in respect of supervision and 
supervisor for subjects who completed all three administrations. 145 
ß5.10. Mean rankings (and standard deviation) of the importance of 
the seven tasks of supervision by supervisees over the three 
administrations for all subjects. 146 
Table 5.11 Mean rankings and standard deviation for supervisee 
perceptions of supervisor rankings of the importance 
of the seven tasks of supervision over three 
administrations for all subjects. 149 
Table 5.12. The mean ratings of the expectatons of three tasks of 
supervison (for supervision and supervisor) over the three 
administrations for all subjects. 150 
Fig, ld. Bar-chart of Supervisees' Ratings of Supervision 152 
Fie. 5.2. Bar-chart of Supervisees' Ratings of their Supervisors 153 
Fig. 5.3.. Bar-chart of Supervisees' Ratings of their own Effectiveness 
as Counsellors 154 
Table 6.1. Age, gender, and experience of participants in Study 2.170 
Table 6.2. Number of utterances within each task for each tape for 
each rater 179 
X6.3. Percentage agreement on each of the tasks over six tapes 
for each combination of raters. 180 
Table 6,4. The number of supervisory sessions held, the number 
audio-taped, and the sessions chosen for transcribing. 184 
Table 6.5. The percentages of tasks overall, for the supervisor and 
for the supervisee in Dyad 1.185 
7 
Table 6.6. The percentage proportion of utterances for each task 
throughout the three tapes in Dyad 1 (with chi-squared 
tests for proportions). 186 
l ¢. 7. The percentages of tasks overall, for the supervisor 
and for the supervisee in Dyad 2.190 
Table 6.8. The percentage proportion of utterances for each task 
throughout the three tapes in Dyad 2 (with chi-squared 
tests for proportions). 191 
Table 6.9. The percentages of tasks overall, for the supervisor and 
for the supervisee in Dyad 3.194 
Tale 6.10. The percentage proportion of utterances for each task 
throughout the three tapes in Dyad 3 (with chi-squared 
tests for proportions). 195 
Table 6.11. The percentages of tasks overall, for the supervisor and 
for the supervisee in Dyad 4.198 
Table 6.12. The percentage proportion of utterances for each task 
throughout the three tapes in Dyad 4 (with chi-squared 
tests for proportions). 199 
Table 6.13. The percentages of tasks overall, for the supervisor and 
for the supervisee in Dyad 5.203 
Table 6.14. The percentage proportion of utterances for each task 
throughout the three tapes in Dyad 5 (with chi-squared 
tests for proportions). 204 
Tale 6.15. The percentages of tasks overall, for the supervisor and 
for the supervisee in Dyad 6.208 
Table 6.16. The percentage proportion of utterances for each task 
throughout the three tapes in Dyad 6 (with chi-squared 
tests for proportions). 209 
Tale 6.17. The frequency and percentages of utterances over the 
six dyads, overall, for supervisor, and for supervisee. 212 
Table 6.18. The frequency and percentages of utterances for each 
task over the six dyads. 213 
Table 6.19. The frequency of utterances within tasks over the six dyads, 
overall, for supervisors, and for supervisees. 213 
Table Z. 1. Counselling orientations of participants in Study 3.224 
Table 7.2. Overview of categories and subcategories for Supervisor 
Interviews. 230-233 
8 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
My thanks are due to Dr. Graham Powell for his sensitive guidance and help in 
preparing this dissertation. Also to Gina Paoli, Frances Dreever and Frances Michie 
who helped me make sense of the data, and to Margaret Thorlstrup who proof read 
the final manuscript. I owe a great debt to P. Paul Heppner, Elizabeth Holloway and 
Bruce Wampold for their time, their wisdom, and not least, their friendship. My wife 
Cathy was always there and her love and acceptance all too often taken for granted. 
This dissertation, like me, would be so much the less without her. To my work 
colleagues and in particular, Eileen Pickard, my thanks for easing the dissertation 
journey. And finally to all the supervisees, supervisors, and supervisory dyads who 
gave their time and energy to take part - this is really your text. 
9 
Supervision of counselling has gone through a number of historical phases, moving from 
"counselling-bound" models to developmental models of supervision. This study isolates the tasks 
of supervision from the literature and then investigates the seven generic tasks in three studies. 
The first study is longitudinal following supervisees over the course of their training (one or two 
years) using the Expectations of Supervision Questionnaire to have them rank order the tasks and 
rate their expectations. The second study codes supervisory tapes over time to uncover the tasks 
used, and the third study interviews British Association for Counselling Accredited Supervisors 
to illuminate their understanding of supervision and in particular their views on the tasks of 
supervision. 
While the results show some agreement on the seven tasks as useful theoretical constructs, the 
data indicates that there is considerable overlap between tasks and that the practice of supervision 
does not include the use of all seven tasks. It would seem that some tasks are viewed as more 
important than others. 
Throughout the consultative task is viewed as the key task with the administration task coming 
last in order of importance. The studies fu ther show that British supervision practice remains 
fairly solidly "counsellor -bound", i. e. that supervisors still engage in supervision using the 
principles and tenets of their counselling training. There are few signs that developmental 
models of supervision are used in practice in work with trainee counsellors. Whereas almost all 
supervisors agree theoretically with the tasks of supervision their methods of implementing 
supervision vary widely, again usually tied to their parent counselling orientation. 
The results give helpful information for reviewing supervision training in Britain, for setting up 
further studies particularly around the relationship between counselling orientation and 
supervision practice, and for reviewing the place of developmental models of supervision in 
counselling training. 
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PREFACE 
"Psychotherapy supervisors serve as the keepers of the 
faith, and the mentors of the young. Theirs is a quiet 
profession that combines the discipline of science with 
the aesthetic creativity of art. They teach, inspire, 
cajole, and shape their students toward their own 
standard of professional excellence. It is a curious 
paradox that at their best they are the least visible" 
(Alonso, 1985: 3) 
My interest in counselling supervision began in the late 1970s when two years after 
finishing my counselling training I was asked to supervise the client work of a couples 
and family therapist. Flattered by a request which, in my view, placed me firmly 
amongst the ranks of the experienced counselling fraternity I moved eagerly to engage 
in the work, and discovered that I was supervising as I had been supervised, not very 
well. My previous supervision had been haphazard, leaving the initiative up to me, 
and when supervision did take place did so in a laissez-faire manner where the 
supervisor made it clear I was doing fine and only needed him when emergencies 
arose. There was no time spent on contracting, no attempt to look at my learning 
objectives, no ability on the part of the supervisor to adapt teaching methods to my 
learning needs. Reports consisted of a few scrawled lines (when absolutely needed). 
Supervision was viewed as a legal requirement that both of us "got through" with a 
minimum of suffering on both parts. As I look back I realise my appointed 
supervisor did not have supervision high on his agenda and I did not know enough 
to ask for what I needed. We colluded, he to get away with as little supervision as 
possible, me, not to face too rigorous an evaluation and to pass my counselling 
placement without much difficulty . What a pity we both missed such a valuable 
opportunity for learning. 
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My first explorations into being a supervisor made me realise how much I had missed. 
Counselling training and experience were not enough on their own. I needed an 
underlying philosophy of supervision, a model to guide me, structures to inform the 
supervisory work, formats that made supervision interventions sensible and systematic 
rather than accidental. 
From my experience of supervising and being supervised several questions arose: 
- what exactly is supervision? What are its purposes, its functions and its tasks/roles? 
- What knowledge and skills are needed to be a good supervisor? 
- What is the difference between counselling and supervision? 
- What will we focus on during our supervisory time together? 
- Is it possible to work out a training curriculum for counselling supervisors`? 
My interest in supervision lead me to do a short project on it for a training in Adult 
Learning, and for the first time I realised that supervision was more solidly an 
educational activity than it was a counselling one. I knew then that experienced 
counsellors are not automatically good supervisors, though good supervisors will 
probably need to be good counsellors. Different skills are needed for two quite 
different activities. It was at this time that a question emerged that has fascinated me 
since. It has been articulated well by Hess (1987a), when he asked, "Is 
psychotherapy supervision a domain that calls for a theoretical understanding in its 
own right, or is it sufficient to adopt theories from psychotherapy, tinkering with a 
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concept here or a process there, in order to elucidate the dynamics of supervision? " 
(p. 251). My experiences have lead me to seeing it in the former way, as a 
theoretical approach in its own right, though I think we are some way from being able 
to formulate how that happens. 
My research interests continued and in 1987 1 formulated a proposal for an 
M. Phil/Ph. D. in Psychology around counselling supervision. 
My first research interest was to get "inside" supervision, to see how it helped the 
supervisee, and consequently helped the supervisee work with clients, and finally how 
it helped clients. I had in mind taping client sessions and the following supervision 
session over an extended period of time to consider the impact of supervision on client 
work. For a number of reasons I found it impossible to set up such a project. My next 
interest revolved around the supervisory relationship and what effect it had on 
counselling work, and indeed on both parties to that relationship. I read the literature 
on supervision. By now, the mid- 1980s, a new surge of interesting reports, articles 
and books was emerging on different aspects of counselling supervision. Again, I was 
disappointed in my ability to investigate the supervisory relationship without having 
to fragment it. By now I had been involved in my first training in counselling 
supervision, with time to reflect on what it meant, on how I involved myself as a 
supervisor with supervisees, and for the first time I began to look at counselling 
supervision models. 
My lack of knowledge gave way to confusion: I was suddenly aware that there was 
a lot of counselling supervision material around without coordinating factors, with few 
strands to link models, approaches, and/or roles. And hence my next interest: are 
there generic tasks involved in supervision? There is no doubt that this question was 
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linked to my work in counselling psychology, since by this stage I was director of an 
M. Sc. in Psychological Counselling, and beginning to investigate common factors 
across counselling orientations. Was it possible that there might be common factors 
(in this case tasks) across supervision models? If there were, and these could be 
researched, the results would make for a firm foundation in training in counselling 
supervision. After all theorists like Rogers had begun this way, looking for necessary 
and sufficient conditions needed for personality change. Not that my aim was so 
grandiose - simply to isolate the supervisory tasks (with research evidence) and 
formulate them into training packages. 
I re-read the literature (especially on the social-role models of supervision which 
clearly outlined the tasks), I monitored my own experience of supervising and being 
supervised, I talked to trainee supervisees, and slowly an impression began to form. 
From this reading, and from my experience of teaching supervision and being both 
a supervisor and a supervisee, I isolated five tasks in which supervisors involved 
themselves with supervisees, then there were six, and suddenly seven. It seemed to 
stop there. I called these tasks "generic" i. e. they were summative tasks, foundation 
tasks to which other sub-tasks related. They were tasks (behaviours) that pertained 
across supervisory models and, if the developmental models of supervision had 
contributions to make, then these tasks would probably change as supervisees became 
more experienced. 
This dissertation is my attempt to test these seven generic tasks in a number of ways. 
I wanted more than supervisee or supervisor perceptions of tasks and roles. I wanted 
to examine "meanings" supervisors ascribed to what they did. And I hoped, as was 
my first aim, to view the tasks from "inside" the supervision. Rather than one major 
study, I saw the need for three studies: 
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1) to study how suoervisees viewed supervision tasks (and did their perceptions 
of these tasks change over the space of their training, as suggested by the 
literature on developmental models of supervision); 
2) to illuminate how supervisors saw their tasks as supervisors and how they 
implemented those tasks with supervisees (it would have been easy to agree on 
theoretical principles and forget that implementation can differ even when 
principles are agreed upon); 
3) and finally the "inside" bit, to code supervisory sessions as a way of fording 
out what tasks were engaged-in by -supervisor and supervisee, and this over a 
period of time to see if those tasks changed. 
Several surprises awaited me on the dissertation journey. I have become aware that 
supervision is much more complex than I first imagined. I have also moved to seeing 
it as more separate from counselling theories and models than I had originally 
expected. I have been surprised by the amount of interesting material around on 
counselling supervision which surfaced when I started excavations. The first 
International Conference on Counselling Supervision (held in London in 1990) taught 
me that most of the models and research in supervision come from U. S. A. while 
much of the training and practice emerges from Britain. This work emerges at an 
exciting time for counselling supervision in both U. S. and in Britain, where attempts 
are being made to co-ordinate the material available into understandable units before 
creating new models. 
Above all, my interest and reading in supervision has taught me that supervisors, like 
counsellors, are mostly made, not born. 
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CHAPTER 1 SUPERVISION: AN OVERVIEW 
INTRODUCTION 
This chapter will present an overview of supervision as the context in which the 
present research is situated. In particular, the developmental and social-role models 
of supervision will be reviewed as a basis for isolating generic tasks of supervision. 
1.1 WHAT IS SUPERVISION 
Supervision is one of those areas, like counselling to a lesser degree, which is dogged 
by a multiplicity of definitions. The dictionary definition does little to help when 
applied to counselling/psychotherapy. It reads like a litany of authority ... "to look 
over, survey, inspect. . . to read through for correction, to revise... superintend the 
execution or performance of (a thing), the movements or work of (a person)" 
(Onions; 1968: 2085 ). "Supervidere" is the Latin root: 'to look over' is the literal 
translation. Despite its authoritarian overtones, some models of supervision adopt 
the dictionary definition and talk about 'quality control' or "control analysis 
(supervision)" (Moldawsky, 1980: 126) 
In general, supervision can be viewed as either training supervision or consultative 
supervision. Training supervision is part of the ongoing educational training of a 
student into one of the helping professions e. g. social work, counselling, clinical 
psychology, psychiatry. Consultative supervision, on the other hand, is an 
arrangement between two qualified personnel where one offers to help the other 
reflect on a case or cases (Brown, 1985; Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1972; Gallessich, 
1982,1985). It is generally characterised by mutuality, less formal evaluation, and 
more of an ad hoc nature than training supervision. 
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Rather than opt for a definitive definition and align with one aspect of supervision, 
this dissertation has incorporated features of supervision as outlined by Hess (1980), 
Lambert (1980), Crhzanowski (1984), Bernard and Goodyear (1992), and Holloway 
(1992) and sees counselling supervision as having the following characteristics: 
a) a student who is training in counselling/psychotherapy/counselling 
psychology and is a member of an organised training course. 
b) a supervisor who is an experienced counsellor/psychotherapist/ counselling 
psychologist and who, hopefully has had some training in becoming a 
supervisor, and 
c) an arrangement whereby they meet, either as a dyad, or with other 
supervisees, to review and reflect on the therapeutic work of the trainee/s. 
The two main purposes of this relationship are the professional development 
of the supervisee and the welfare of the client. 
1.2 IMPORTANCE OF SUPERVISION 
An increasingly important role is being given to supervision as part of the overall 
training of students in counselling and psychotherapy. Pruitt, McColgan, Pugh, and 
Kiser (1986) conducted research with psychiatrists who had trained at the Menninger 
Foundation between 1946 and 1954 around the training experiences which meant the 
most to them in later years and most affected their functioning. They discovered that 
psychotherapy supervision was rated as more influential than lectures, case 
conferences, and personal reading and pointed out that similar conclusions have been 
found with clinical psychologists. 
Robiner and Schofield (1990) have equated the importance of supervision in clinical 
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education with the increasing amount of time professionals are being asked to 
supervise: "... supervision is within the top five activities that psychologists spend 
the most professional time on ... and more than two thirds of counseling psychologists 
provide clinical supervision" (p. 297). Hess (1987a) found that fifty-five per cent of 
clinicians spend between 10% and 29% of their time in supervision and another 7% 
claim to spend over 30% of their time as supervisors. Hess and Hess (1983) surveyed 
151 American Psychological Association- approved predoctoral internship programmes 
to review the place and importance of psychotherapy supervision. Supervisory staff 
spend an average of 3.76 hours per week supervising. There is no similar research 
in the British context to indicate how important supervision is viewed or the amount 
of time spent in supervision by either supervisors and/or supervisees. However, the 
British Association for Counselling in its Code of Ethics and Practice for Counsellors 
(1990) demands that counsellors, both in training and qualified, should be supervised 
for their client work. 
In short, it is clear from the literature, and especially ethical codes for supervisors 
(BAC, 1988; ACES, 1993), that supervision is being viewed as an increasingly 
important part of counselling training. Within. the therapeutic profession it is being 
viewed as an essential, rather than an optional feature of effective counselling work, 
being "mandated" in almost all training in counselling. 
1.3 SUPERVISION FORMS. STYLES, ODELS 
Supervision is a complex process encompassing a variety of forms, styles, and 
models. 
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An analysis and synthesis of the supervisory literature revealed the following 
supervisory forms i. e. the supervision setting which determines the relationship 
between supervisor and supervisee: 
* managerial (Falvey, 1987), where counselling supervisors are also line- 
managers to supervvisees. 
* administrative (Falvey, 1987), in which supervisors are responsible for 
leadership. 
* training (Hess, 1980), where supervisees are part of training courses in 
counselling. 
* groupwork (Houston, 1985,1990), where supervision is focused on 
supervisees' work with groups. 
* consultative (Gallessich, 1985), in which supervisees are qualified counsellors. 
* non managerial (McKay, 1986), in which supervisors have no managerial 
responsibilities for supervisees. 
* self-supervision (Bernstein, Hofman and Wade, 1986; Casement, 1985; 
Langs, 1980; Meyer, 1978; Yager and Park, 1986), in which supervisees 
monitor their own work. 
* organisational (Hawkins and Shohet, 1989), during which the focus is on the 
organisation rather than the individual client. 
* individual (Hess, 1980), which is an arrangement between one supervisor and 
one supervisee. 
* individual supervision in a group setting (Virgo, 1982), where supervision is 
as an individual but within a group setting. 
* group (Hays, 1989; Holloway and Johnson, 1985), where one supervisor 
meets with a number of supervisees. 
* peer group (Borders, 1989a; Fizdale, 1958; Nobler, 1980), which is usually 
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a small leaderless group of supervisees who monitor each others' counselling 
work. 
* staff (Jennison, 1982), where the composition of the group is also the team or 
staff within a particular organisation. The supervisor is usually from outside 
the organisation. 
* dual (Davis and Arvey, 1978), where two supervisors monitor the work of a 
supervisee. 
Cherniss and Egnatios (1977) researched five supervisory styles i. e. the approach 
adopted by a supervisor vis-a -vis supervisees: the didactic-consultative, the insight- 
oriented, the feelings-oriented, the laizzer-faire, and the authoritative. An interesting 
array of supervisee modes of presentation from live supervision to verbal reports have 
been outlined (Borders and Leddick, 1987). Within supervision there are different 
focus points (DeBell, 1963; Hawkins and Shohet, 1989) depending on the emphasis 
of the supervisory work: client- centred, helper-centred, process-centred. 
An analysis of the literature on supervision revealed quite a number of supervision 
models, many emerging from counselling/psychotherapy backgrounds, some 
integrative, and some outlining supervision models distinct from counselling 
approaches. Supervision models outline the conceptual and theoretical underpinnings 
that direct the supervision. Included in these models are: 
* Psychodynamic (Bordin, 1983; DeBell, 1963; Moldawsky, 1980), 
* Behavioural (Delaney, 1972; Linehan, 1980), 
* Cognitive-Behaviourial (Schmidt, 1979), 
* Integrative (Boyd, 1978), 
* Systems (Boyd, 1978; Ryan, 1978), 
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* Systemic (Liddle, 1988), 
* Developmental (Loganbill, Hardy, and Delworth, 1982; Stoltenberg and 
Delworth, 1987; ), 
* Multimodal (Ponterotto and Zander, 1984), 
* Social Influence Model (Dixon and Clairborn, 1987), 
* Humanistic (Hawkins, 1985; Hawkins and Shohet, 1989), 
* Working Alliance Model (Bordin, 1983), 
* Family Therapy (Tucker, Hart and Liddle, 1976), 
* Person Centred (Patterson, 1982; Villas-Boas Bowen, 1986), 
* Rational Emotive (Wessler and Ellis, 1980), 
* Gestalt (Harmon and Tarleton, 1983; Mintz, 1983), 
* Discrimination Model (Bernard, 1979), 
* Cognitive - Developmental (Blocher, 1983), 
* Social Learning (Hosford and Barmann, 1983). 
As with counselling/psychotherapy approaches there are a quota of more esoteric types 
e. g. 
* Spinal-Ecological Supervision (Cooper, 1984), 
* Rehabilitation Supervision (Beardsley, Riggar, and Hafer, 1984), 
* Supervision in Communications Analytic Therapy (Beier and Young, 1980). 
Given the extent and range of supervision models, relationships, and styles there is 
little wonder that confusion is generated (Langs, 1994; Page and Wosket, 1994). This 
confusion is seen principally in the lack of clarity around the purposes of supervision 
and in the lack of agreed meaning on terminology within supervision. The impact of 
this confusion results in supervisees being unclear about the meaning of supervision 
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and how to best use it (Inskipp and Proctor, 1994: Proctor, 1986). Clarification and 
agreement on terms, recognition of common tasks and roles, and agreed upon 
procedures within supervision would go a long way in helping both supervisors and 
supervisees prepare for supervision, would facilitate training supervisors, and would 
help inter-professionally where supervisors interact with other professionals and/or 
amongst themselves. 
Whereas there is a richness and variety within supervision with its many models, there 
is a paucity of research to show whether or not there are common elements within 
these models, how models compare with one another, and whether or not different 
contexts demand different supervisory approaches. Furthermore, there is no current 
research into how well supervision generalises and whether the supervisory models 
developed within the U. S. are applicable to other countries (Carroll, 1994). 
1.4 HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF SUPERVISION. 
There are three phases in the history of counselling/psychotherapy supervision, as 
outlined in Table 1.1 : 
Counselling Supervision 
Phase I Phase 2 Phase 3 
Psychoanalytic Counselling/ Developmental models 
Model Psychotherapy Social role models 
Models. 
Table 1.1. 
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1.4.1 Ist. Phase 
Supervision, in the early days with Freud, was informal with small groups gathering 
to train, discuss, and review each others' client work (Gustin, 1958; Strupp, Butler, 
Rosser, 1988; Caligor, 1984). Max Eitingon is cited as the originator of making 
supervision a formal requirement in the Berlin curriculum in the 1920s (Lewin, 
1972). With the advent of formal training in psychoanalysis (around 1922 when 
standards were set by the International Psychoanalytic Society) came the requisite 
"personal analysis" as the cornerstone i. e. the main focus of training was the analysis 
of the trainee. However, with the development of further training establishments a 
gradual distinction began to occur between "personal analysis" and "supervisory or 
control analysis" (Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1972). At this juncture (in the early 
1930's) a division occurred. The Hungarian school integrated the personal and 
supervisory analysis by having the analyst fulfil both tasks. The Institute in Vienna 
disagreed that the same person should fulfil both roles and since, in their view the 
supervisory analysis was more akin to teaching than therapy, they considered that the 
two functions should be carried out by different people (Bibring, 1937). The 
supervisor's task was to teach: personal problems, even those arising from work with 
clients, were to be referred to the personal analyst. Thus began a controversy that has 
stayed with us, and remained unresolved viz. the distinction (or not) between therapy 
and supervision. 
Even at this early stage of supervision development critical issues still present in the 
modem literature were noticeable: 
a) Where is the interface between therapy and supervision? Is supervision a 
teaching or a therapy modality? 
b) What is the place of administration in supervision? Is it the task of 
supervision to monitor the "environment" in which client-work takes place? 
Supervision, in this era of its existence, was tied rigidly to its parent psychotherapy 
orientation i. e. psychoanalysis. 
1.4.2.2nd. Phase 
The second phase of supervision arrived in the 1950s with the advent of counselling 
orientations besides the psychodynamic. It was largely characterised by being 
"counselling-bound" i. e. supervision models were linked closely to their counselling 
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roots and took on the counselling name e. g. person-centred supervision, rational- 
emotive supervision. The philosophy and approach within supervision was based 
almost exclusively on the supervisor's counselling theory (Bernard and Goodyear, 
1992; Holloway, 1992). 
Several factors characterised supervision during this period: 
a) With the arrival of methods of taping therapy sessions came the opportunity 
to observe what was actually happening rather than what was reported by the 
supervisee to be happening. 
b) Other forms of supervision began to emerge besides individual supervision: 
e. g. supervision in small groups and peer group supervision. Even though 
small groups had been used in the early days with Freud, these modem groups 
were characterised by the use of the group process. 
c) A continued alliance between counselling schools and supervisory approaches 
was maintained. There was still the tendency to supervise in much the same 
way as one engaged in therapy. 
d) An emphasis on skills approaches to counselling and psychotherapy (e. g. Truax 
and Carkhuff, 1967) influenced supervisory practice making the supervisor 
somewhat responsible for the skills-development of the supervisee. A stronger 
didactic framework saw its way into some supervisory approaches. 
Like the first phase in supervision history, the supervisor was firmly allied to his/her 
parent counselling orientation, even though a greater repertoire of methods for 
accessing counselling sessions was available. Also supervisor roles increased to 
include a more skills-based teaching mode. 
1.4.3.3rd. Phase 
The advent of the "developmental models of supervision" and "social role models of 
supervision" may well be seen as the beginning of the third era in the history of 
supervision. In this era (from 1970s onwards) there is a movement away from 
clinical models of supervision tied to counselling orientations to more educational, 
psychosocial models emphasising the roles/tasks of supervisors and the learning stages 
of supervisees. 
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1.4.4. Developmental Models of Supervision 
Overall, developmental models of supervision work on premises similar to models of 
developmental psychology. In the latter people are seen as moving through distinct 
stages of life, each stage characterised by its own tasks and demands. Stages are 
characterised by tasks to be fulfilled before the individual is ready and able to move 
to the next stage. Developmental models of supervision describe similar movements. 
The supervisee, the supervisor and the supervisory relationship all move through 
discernible and somewhat predictable stages, each stage characterised by its own tasks 
and issues. 
In 1989, Borders (1989b) pointed out that there were 25 developmental models of 
supervision in existence (an increase from 12 in 1984) and pleaded for a moratorium 
on new developmental models with a redirection of research energy towards what she 
called "instructional approaches that would lead to a technology of supervision 
interventions" (p. 6). Both points have been heeded to some degree. Certainly there 
has been an upsurge in attempting to isolate interventions, tasks and functions within 
supervision (Hawkins and Shohet, 1989; Holloway, in press) and there has been a 
serious approach to integrating research into new developmental models. Skovholt 
and Ronnestad (1992) are the latest to outline a developmental model of supervision 
but unlike many of the others theirs is one based on their own research. Using a 
qualitative approach (interviews and a grounded theory analysis), they interviewed 100 
counsellors at different stages of training and post-training (five groups in all), and 
emerged with an eight stage paradigm of counsellor development. What is unique to 
their work is their inclusion of a pre-training stage (lay-helpers) and their use of 
interviews as a methodology. What they consider a weakness, and indeed is a 
weakness throughout developmental models, is the lack of longitudinal data. 
In 1987 Worthington presented a summary of eighteen different developmental models 
of supervision and related research, and Holloway (1987) critiqued five major models. 
The conclusions from both were similar: they considered there was "marginal 
support" (Holloway, 1987: 214) and "some support" (Worthington, 1987: 18) for 
developmental models. From their work and from a review of developmental models 
a number of issues can be raised about which we know little at present. For example: 
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a) Are supervisees merely satisfied with their perceived improvement or does it 
affect their work with clients? 
b) How do supervision developmental models relate to counselling orientations? 
c) What can hinder supervisee development? 
d) How do transitions from one stage to the next take place, and what facilitates 
(or obstructs) that movement? 
e) What part does the supervisory relationship play in supervisee development? 
f) What part is played in development by culture and/or gender? 
From a review of the literature on developmental models (Loganbill, Hardy, and 
Delworth, 1982; Skovhold and Ronnestad, 1992; Stoltenberg and Delworth, 1987), 
and a critical evaluation of research in this area (Holloway, 1987; Stoltenberg and 
Delworth, 1987; Worthington, 1987) a number of issues arise. It is difficult to see 
these models as truly developmental in the sense in which psychosocial theories are 
developmental. There is no evidence to suggest that the stages outlined are fixed or 
sequential. Individual counsellors may have their own pace for development. and at 
present there is insufficient evidence to connect the roles adopted by supervisors, or 
their supervisory styles, or theoretical opinions to developmental stages. Worthington 
(1984) discovered geographical location affected trainee development and the 
theoretical orientation of the supervisor seems to have some effect (Reising and 
Daniels, 1983). This raises questions of how developmental models of supervision 
pertain in other countries e. g. Britain, other than the U. S. where they have been 
created. 
Furthermore, developmental models do not indicate how change takes place but 
merely delineate the stages through which supervisees move. Is there any force 
similar to Erikson's "epigenetic principle" to guide the developmental stages of 
supervisees? Has it connections to the supervisor, the supervisory relationship, the 
personality of the supervisee? All these are unanswered questions within the 
supervisory literature. There is little consideration given to how supervisors change 
as a result of being engaged in supervision. Hess (1986) has outlined a three-stage 
model of supervision development and Alonso (1983) has focused on a career model 
of superior change. However, neither of these models have been researched. More 
research is needed as the number of training courses in supervision grows, to isolate 
changes over time for supervisors, if indeed such change takes place at all. 
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Perhaps the most telling criticism questions the connectedness between the changes 
that take place within supervisees as they move through training and the assertion that 
they are taking part in a developmental process. Holloway (1992) outlined "several 
factors that mitigate the strength of these findings with respect to developmental 
processes" (p. 21). There is little longitudinal data to investigate developmental 
change; the cultural and historical development of the supervisee have not been 
assessed; there is little understanding of how personality structure enters this process; 
there is a lack of knowledge on the changes taking place within individuals across 
training courses. 
In short, although the introduction of developmental. models increased the 
sophistication of the conceptualisation of supervision, at present there are a number 
of unanswered questions about how trainees "develop" over time. Furthermore, while 
developmental models of supervision have an attractiveness and appeal to supervisors, 
perhaps that appeal attracts supervisor weaknesses rather than their strengths, i. e. 
providing them with a source of reference to direct their supervision rather than help 
them struggle with the learning environment in which both they and the supervisee are 
engaged. At this moment it is still unclear how developmental models affect 
supervision, and though worked out in some detail, they still lack sufficient evidence 
to validate their claims. They remain at a strong theoretical level rather than an 
empirical one. One of the main strengths of developmental models is that they offer 
supervisors clear categories in which they can determine their supervisory 
inter ventions. This assumes that supervisors are both able, and willing, to change 
their supervisory interventions. This we do not know. The small amount of evidence 
that supervisors adapt their strategies to meet the learning needs of supervisees is still 
inconclusive (Worthington, 1987). 
1.4.5. Social role models of supervision 
The second strand in the third phase of the history of supervision emerged with the 
social-role models. These models have their roots in early understandings of 
supervision where supervisor and supervisee adopt certain relationships towards one 
another. Bee and Mitchell (1984) have defined the term "role" as "the content of a 
position or the behavioural implications of occupying that position" (p. 22). From 
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within a specific supervisory context, Holloway and Acker (1989) have viewed roles 
as " ... sets of 
behaviours that create certain expectancies of performance for the actor 
and the receiver in the encounter" (p. 3). It is principally from these models that 
supervisory "tasks" will be considered, tasks being seen as the crucial "performance" 
or "work" that is engendered by roles. The social role models attempt to tell us what 
supervisors and supervisees IIQ within supervision, what tasks are performed and by 
whom. 
Perhaps the central word used throughout this dissertation is the term "task". A task 
has been defined as "a piece of work imposed, exacted or undertaken as a duty or the 
like ... a 
fixed or specified quantity of work imposed on or exacted from a person ... 
the work appointed to one as a definite duty" (Onions, 1968: 2135:. The Shorter 
Oxford English Dictionary). More specifically, when applied to supervision the 
question that emerges is, what is the specified work of supervisor and supervisee? 
What are the tasks (the specified work) of supervisors, and what are the tasks (the 
work appointed) assigned to supervisees? 
Tasks are the behavioural side of roles. A role is person-centred (teacher/pupil): the 
task is action-centred (to teach/to learn). Even though a strong notional distinction 
is made between roles and tasks, in reality they combine. 
A number of social role models of supervision have been outlined specifically 
addressing the roles of supervisors (Bernard, 1979; Boyd 1978; Ekstein, 1964; 
Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1972; Hess, 1980; Holloway, 1984, in press; Kadushin, 
1985; Litrell, Lee-Borden, and Lorenz, 1979). Five of these will be considered as 
a basis for generating supervisory tasks. These particular five best summarise the 
trends within supervision over the stages of its history: Bernard's (1979) 
discrimination model is a pioneering study in roles, Ekstein's (1964) and Ekstein and 
Wallerstein, (1972) are the earliest to isolate supervisor roles, Hess's relationship 
model offers a different vantage point with its concentration on the supervisory 
relationship, Litrell, Lee-Borden, and Lorenz (1979) attempt to combine a 
developmental model with supervisor roles, and Holloway's work is the most recent 
and the most detailed role approach. 
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Model 1: Bernard's Discrimination Model 
Bernard, (1979) divided supervisor roles into three categories: 
teacher - involving feedback, information, instruction; 
consultant - understanding the counselling process; 
counsellor - looking at the person of the therapist and his/her way of intervening. 
Her training model for clinical supervision (1981) has described these three roles in 
terms of potential areas of focus each of which demands consideration and attention 
if the role of a counselling supervisor is to be satisfactorily discharged i. e. process 
(where t he focus is on the relationship between counsellors and clients and how 
trainees intervene in the counselling work), conceptualisation (which is concerned with 
understanding what is happening), and personalisation (which deals with the feelings 
and reactions of trainees). Each role can be combined with each area of focus 
(Bernard 1979). In combining the roles and functions Bernard outlines a3X3 matrix 
of focus points for supervisors (Table 1.2) 
Supervisor Roles 
Counselling Function Teacher Counsellor Consultant 
Process 
Conceptualisation 
Personalisation 
(Table 1.2) 
Bernard's work, designed and worked out as a training method for supervisors, is 
widely accepted in the supervisory literature as an important contribution to the 
various roles in which supervisors involve themselves, and her three main roles have 
been the subject of some research (see Chapter 2). 
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Model 2: F, kstein's Triangle and F. kstein and Wallerstein's Rhombus 
Ekstein (1964) visualised the supervisor's tasks (he uses this word synonymously with 
roles) in terms of a triangle with the supervisor at the centre and lines going to each 
of the three corners. Fig. 1.1. presents his "triangle": 
Pat 
Fig. 1.1. 
Ekstein's aim was to ascertain if the supervisor's main task was one of therapist 
(looking after the patient and/or the therapist), a didactic teacher (educating the 
therapist), or an administrator (looking to the clinical setting in which clients are 
seen). Ekstein answered his own question by recognising that whilst the supervisor 
will be pulled into each corner, his/her main objective is to remain "equidistant" from 
all three, and at the same time fulfil each task when appropriate. He viewed 
"equidistancing" as a function of supervision. 
What emerges strongly from this model are the clear tasks visualised by Ekstein, that 
supervisors take on different roles (tasks) at different times, sometimes educators, 
sometimes therapists, sometimes administrators. He was insistent that the supervisory 
relationship was the context that held these tasks together. 
The clinical rhombus devised by Ekstein and Wallerstein (1972) presents the same 
tasks from a slightly different perspective as outlined in Fig. 1.2.: 
Administrator 
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Supervisor 
Fig. 1.2. 
Each of the other three roles can be viewed from the vantage point of the fourth e. g. 
the supervisor has a relationship with all three individuals (a teaching relationship with 
the therapist, maintaining clinical standards with the patient, and a responsibility role 
with the administrator). 
What Ekstein (1964) and Ekstein and Wallerstein (1972) have offered is a series of 
roles (tasks) in which the supervisor engages. What they have added to Bernard's 
model is the task of administration (sometimes the supervisor is also the 
administrator), and the notion of "equidistancing". 
Model 3: Hess's (1980) "Relationship -Model 
Hess (1980) viewed six forms of supervision where he is concerned with the 
relationship parameters between supervisor and supervisee. Each role sets up a 
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different task to be performed, with a different kind of relationship between supervisor 
and supervisee, and a different form of communication. Hess never viewed these as 
exclusive but envisaged superiors using a combination of roles when appropriate. 
Role Task 
Lecturer to inform 
Teacher to instruct (knowledge, skills etc. ) 
Case Conference to clarify clinical understanding and make clinical decisions. 
Collegial-Peer to support and share meanings 
Monitor to protect client, trainee, agency etc. 
Therapist to deal with the personal issues of the supervisee. 
Hess has brought the relationship task to the forefront( see his 1987 article) and sees 
it as an underlying parameter in all forms of supervision. On the other hand he, 
unlike Ekstein, gives little attention to the administrative task. 
Model 4: Litrell, Lee-Borden, and Lorenz (1979) 
Littrell, Lee-Borden, and Lorenz (1979) have offered a model combining the tasks of 
supervision within a developmental framework. They connected four models of 
supervision with the tasks involved. Table 1.3. presents an overview of their model: 
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Supervisory Model 
1. Counselling/Therapeutic 
2. Teaching 
3. Consulting 
4. Self-supervision 
Tasks involved 
helping the supervisee deal with personal 
and emotional reactions 
instructing and facilitating 
conceptualisation within supervision 
how best to intervene with clients 
creating conditions where the supervisee 
monitors self on the three tasks above. 
Table 1.3. 
Their suggestion is that rather than concentrate on one approach, which supervisors 
often do, the complete process of supervision combines these tasks within a 
developmental framework. Theirs is a four stage developmental model presented in 
Table 1.4.: 
t gß_1 Stege 2 Stage 3 StaLye 4 
Relationship Counselling/ Consulting Self-supervision. 
Goal setting Therapeutic Model 
Contract Model 
Teaching Model 
Table 1 
. 4. 
Movement through the stages of the model involves the use of different tasks, 
decreased supervisor control and increased supervisee self-direction, increased 
professionalisation, and the ability of the supervisor to help the supervisee progress 
through the various stages. Supervisory tasks change as supervision develops. 
Litrell, Lee-Borden and Lorenz (1979) have introduced two elements into their task- 
directed model. First of all they emphasise the supervisory relationship as a key 
element in the learning process. Setting up and maintaining the relationship through 
goal-setting and contracting is a necessary prerequisite for the following stages. 
Secondly, they see self-supervision as an ideal towards which supervision should 
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move, i. e. the supervisee being able to provide for self what the supervisor initially 
provides. What is new about their approach is the suggestion that supervisory tasks 
are "developmental" i. e. that different tasks predominate at different stages of the 
supervisory relationships. 
Model 5: Holloway's EPICS (Engagement and Power in Clinical Supervision) Model 
Holloway (1984), Holloway and Acker (1989), and Holloway (1992, in press) have 
contributed to the social role models of supervision with a number of approaches. 
Holloway (1984) has pinpointed five supervisor roles and five corresponding 
supervisee roles as set out below (Table 1.5. ): 
isor Roles Roles 
Moni r: evaluating professional and 
ethical practice 
In or: teaching 
Consultant: conceptualise client 
material 
Counsellor: facilitate personal growth 
ColleaT: self disclosure 
Applying therapy in an effective, 
appropriate way 
Conceptualisation/practice 
Open to understanding client 
Open to personal growth 
Relationship with supervisor and 
agency personnel 
Table 1.5. 
What is special about this model is its introduction of the "monitoring" task as a 
method of "gatekeeping" professional/ethical issues. Professional behaviour covered 
areas of professional practice such as "being on time, maintaining confidentiality, the 
ability to effect an appropriate referral, and maintaining appropriate personal 
relationships with clients" (Lanning 1986: 193). However, Holloway, in the above 
model, like Hess, also includes the relationship (is the supervisor a colleague? ) as a 
as a task within supervision. 
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Holloway and Acker's (1989) model combined roles, tasks, teaching objectives, and 
teaching strategies. Based on the supervisory relationship as involving the twin issues 
of power and engagement, they set up a model connecting teaching objectives (content 
areas that become students' learning) and teaching strategies (which are very similar 
to the roles outlined above and are concerned with the particular stance taken by the 
supervisor). It is possible, though still a bit premature, to see their EPICS model as 
a matrix of tasks/roles. The Teaching Strategies, or what they call "roles within the 
supervisory position" are combined with teaching objectives (called the tasks in this 
study) and woven into what they called the "EPICS matrix", outlined in Table 1.6.: 
OBJECTIVES 
STRATEGIES Counselling 
Skills 
Case 
Concept 
Prof. 
Role 
Emotional 
Awareness 
Evalua- 
Lion 
MONITORING 
INSTRUCTING 
MODELLING 
COUNSELING 
CONSULTING 
Table 1.6. 
What Holloway has contributed to the debate on the tasks of supervision is a 
methodology for integrating five roles: monitoring, instructing, modelling, counselling 
and consulting. Moreover, around these tasks Holloway (in press) points out the 
centrality of the supervisory relationship as the context in which tasks are performed. 
For her (in press) "the structure and character of the relationship embodies all other 
factors of the supervision and in turn all other factors are influenced by the 
relationship. The process of supervision ... is enacted within the relationship. 
Understanding the relationship is understanding the process" (p. 51). 
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Evaluation 
What conclusions can be drawn from the overview of these five social-role models of 
supervision in respect of generic supervision tasks? That tasks exist is in no doubt: 
supervisor and supervisee are present "to do" something, to involve themselves in 
specific behaviours. The five models reviewed present tasks from different angles. 
Some are universally agreed (such as teaching), and other tasks are particular to 
individual authors. An analysis of the literature on teaching, counselling, and 
consulting since Bernard's model shows these to be definitive tasks. Holloway (1992) 
and Lanning (1986) add the evaluating task (assessing the work) as a key role within 
supervision, and this has been widely accepted as fundamental by practitioners and by 
recent literature (Bernard and Goodyear, 1992; Borders and Leddick, 1989) . The 
supervisory relationship has always been viewed as essential to supervision and in 
recent writings seen more as a "task" i. e. something to be done (Efstation, Patton and 
Kardash, 1990; Hawkins and Shohet, 1989; Holloway, in press). It is presumed as 
a container for the many supervisory roles that make up supervision. Monitoring the 
administrative aspects of supervision is very high in the social-work supervision 
literature (Kadushin, 1985), but has been mentioned only somewhat in the counselling 
supervision literature. However, in recent publications it is slowly being recognised 
as an important, and indeed, often neglected area (Bernard and Goodyear, 1992: 
Holloway, 1992). Thus administration seems like an important supervisory task. The 
role of ethical/professional issues within counselling has been recognised for some 
time in the profession (ACES, 1993; Bradley, 1989), but there has been a lack of 
clarity around its place within supervision. Nonetheless, this role is common to most 
practitioners, and thus seems important to include in supervisory tasks. 
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1.5: TOWARDS GENERIC TASKS OF SUPERVISION 
The process by which generic tasks of supervision were investigated is that outlined 
by Strauss and Corbin (1990), what they call "categorising" or more specifically 
"labelling". This is a process of engendering as many conceptual labels as possible 
and then reducing them to what seems to be underlying concepts or general categories. 
These general categories will, of course, contain a number of sub-categories. 
Four areas were used with which to identify these generic categories around 
supervisory tasks. The literature (both research and theoretical) was reviewed in 
depth to release as many labels as possible. In particular, the social-role models of 
supervision were used. Quite a number of labels emerged from this trawl (teaching, 
counselling, consulting, professional/ethical, monitoring, administering, lecturing, 
instructing, informing, protecting clients, protecting agencies in which clients are 
seen, protecting trainees, supporting, sharing with supervisees, clarifying clinical 
understanding, being a colleague, creating a learning relationship, modelling, helping 
develop a professional identity, facilitating supervisee self-awareness, working through 
parallel process). This list is by no means exhaustive, and the literature alone 
generated almost 50 labels. 
The second area considered was my own and others' experience of being supervisors. 
From listening to taped sessions of supervisors being interviewed by a colleague (12 
sessions in all), and using my own experience of supervision a series of labels were 
developed alongside those above. These two sources highlighted certain categories 
rather than adding further ones. The relationship (setting up contracts, monitoring the 
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stages of the relationship, using transference and countertransference) and the 
monitoring elements (giving feedback, evaluation) were two elements that surfaced 
very strongly from this area. 
The third area for identifying tasks emerged from training supervisors. During a two 
year training Diploma in Supervision I presented three classes of approximately 20 
participants with a number of categories and asked them for further tasks of 
supervision. The ones that predominated were: the relationship as a key factor 
(humour, non-sexist approaches, honesty, sincerity, mutual acceptance, respect for 
one another, non-authoritarian stance by supervisor, openness by supervisee) and the 
professional/ethical dimensions (helping supervisees make ethical decisions, creating 
moral sensitivity). 
A fourth area was a small group in which I worked for a year as both a supervisee 
and a trainee. Organised by the Institute of Group Analysis this group of four (the 
supervisor was a leading psychiatrist from the psychoanalytic tradition) reviewed their 
own client-work and drew learning dimensions from it in respect of supervision. It 
was here that one element emerged as crucial i. e, the administrative aspects of client 
work. My assessment of the predominance on this task within this context concluded 
that it was due to counsellors and supervisors within the supervision group being very 
experienced i. e. the administrative aspects of client work become increasingly 
important with counsellors experience. 
Table 1.7. lists the seven categories and the sub-categories within them : 
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Having generated as many labels as possible the final stage in naming the "generic 
tasks" was to distil them or see if they could be subsumed within summative 
categories without destroying their meaning. This would result in a series of core- 
tasks that could then be researched in the field. The teaching task was a good 
example. Within teaching could be included: informing, skills training, lecturing, 
instructing, modelling, suggesting reading, role-play, sharing one's own cases as a 
supervisor. Teaching was duly nominated as one. of the generic tasks. The same 
process took place with all the other names tasks. 
From the literature, from the experience of being supervised and being a supervisor, 
and from training others as supervisors, seven tasks emerged: 
1. The relationship task 
2. The teaching/learning task 
3. The counselling task 
4. The monitoring task (monitoring professional/ethical issues) 
5. The evaluation task 
6. The consultative task 
7. The administrative task 
Table 1.8. presents an overview of the seven tasks of supervision as outlined by the 
five social-role models above: 
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Table 1.8: An overview of Supervising Tasks Throughout Five Models 
Before moving to consider each task in more detail, there are some speculative 
comments regarding these tasks. 
The generic tasks/roles outlined here may not be acceptable to all models of 
supervision e. g. some supervisory arrangements refuse to "evaluate" the supervisee 
on the basis that it affects the supervisory relationship adversely. Furthermore there 
may well be different models of supervision that stress different roles/tasks: some are 
more teaching-based (e. g. Rational-Emotive Supervision), others more counselling 
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based (Person-centred supervision), others more relationship-based (psychodynamically 
oriented supervision). Designating generic tasks does not mean that all are found 
within all counselling-oriented supervision models. 
Despite the fact that the literature is quite extensive on the tasks involved in 
supervision, there is little explanation for the conditions or criteria for choosing 
particular roles by supervisors (Kurpius and Baker, 1977). Agreement on the 
importance of a task or a role in no way indicates that the individuals or groups who 
agree actually operationalise the task/role in similar ways, e. g. few would disagree 
with the "teaching" task of supervision but there is wide variation in the way the 
teaching task is implemented by different supervisors. Some refuse to give 
"information" to the supervisee and believe information-giving should take place on 
the training course. Furthermore, it may well be that the tasks designated by 
supervisors and supervisees as the ones in which they engage may differ from what 
actually happens. 
Although there is reasonable agreement across supervisory models and, indeed across 
professions (psychiatry, social work, counselling psychology, teacher training) about 
the main supervisory tasks, there is little to help us understand the conditions for 
performing certain behaviours. Developmental models of supervision locate these in 
the stages through which supervisees move. Other variables influencing the choice 
of task may be the orientation of the supervisor, the limited choice of task by the 
supervisor due to his/her limited skills, allegiance to a particular counselling 
orientation, the needs of the supervisee and the relationship between the participants. 
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CONCLUSION 
Tasks are the behavioural side of functions and roles. The role is person-centred: the 
task is action-centred: the function is a combination of both roles and tasks. If the 
function is education, then the roles of the participants are teacher/pupil, and the task 
teaching/learning. Chapter 1 has outlined a process by which generic tasks of 
supervision were labelled and categorised. Chapter 2 will consider each of the generic 
tasks in more detail. 
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CHAPTER 2. THE SEVEN GENERIC TASKS OF SUPERVISION 
INTRODUCTION 
One aim of this research has been to propose generic tasks of supervision and examine 
their importance and their use within supervision. 
Chapter 1 has isolated and labelled these core-tasks. Chapter 3 will review the main 
approaches to and the central research studies on social-role models of supervision 
from which tasks emerge. This chapter will look in more detail at each of the tasks. 
They are considered in no order of importance. 
Seven tasks have been posited as generic (Fig. 2.1. ). 
Fig. 2.1 
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2.1. THE RELATIONSHIP TASK OF SUPERVISION 
Fig. 2.2 presents the relationship task of supervision as one of the proposed generic 
tasks. 
Fig. 2.2. 
Despite a number of writers emphasising the centrality of the supervisory relationship 
(Bernard and Goodyear, 1992; Hess, 1987a; Holloway, 1992, in press), there 
remains a lack of clarity about the kind of relationship involved. Cohen (1980) stated 
the confusion from the perspective of the supervisee: "To begin with, the nature of 
the relationship the student therapist is entering is unclear. Will I he an apprentice'? 
Peer? Student? Friend? Lover`? Some combination of the above? " (p. 79). This 
confusion has been replicated in other definitions of the supervisory relationship some 
examples of which are given below: 
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* "a supportive working relationship" (Borders and Leddick, 1987); 
* "a process of collaboration between two equal partners" (McKay, 1986); 
* "a cooperative, facilitating process" (Proctor, 1986); 
* "an intensive interpersonal relationship" (Ward, Friedlander, Schoen, Klein, 
1985); 
* "a quintessential interpersonal interaction", (Hess, 1980); 
* "a learning alliance that empowers the trainee ... " (Holloway, 
in press). 
Proctor (1986) designated an array of relationship models pertinent to supervision: 
master/apprentice 
tutor/learner 
work planner/work experiencer 
counsellor/developer 
client advocate/worker 
professional inductor/entrant 
manager/worker 
assessor/assessed 
listener/practice reviewer 
supervisee advocate/supervisee 
counsellor/client 
colleague/colleague (p. 25). 
A survey of definitions and descriptions of the supervisory relationship places it most 
commonly somewhere between counsellor/client and teacher/pupil, almost in the 
"mentor" category, certainly with the apprenticeship metaphor as probably the most 
apt. These descriptions contain the changing nature of the supervisory relationship, 
the various roles that go to constitute it, and developmental aspects of supervisees' 
progress. 
However, a number of questions vis-a-vis the supervisory relationship remain 
unanswered: 
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1. What kind of relationship is most effective for supervision, and what are the 
characteristics of this relationship? 
2. What roles and tasks are engaged in by supervisors and supervisees? 
5. Does this relationship change over time as supervisees and/or supervisors 
develop? Are characteristics of the supervisory relationship stage-dependent? 
2.1.1. Research on the Su rvisory Relationship 
The relationship between the supervisor and supervisee has received little research 
attention (Hess, 1987a; Holloway, 1987). As early as 1958, Markowitz (1958) 
suggested that the supervisor's ability to relate was paramount for effective 
supervision. Kinder's research (1981) concluded that the learning alliance was, in the 
evaluation of students, the major factor in how effective they judged supervision to 
be. 
Initial attempts to measure the supervisory relationship depended largely on 
instruments devised to measure the counselling relationship (Friedlander and Ward, 
1984; Holloway, in press). However, the need for methods of accessing the 
supervisory relationship as a specific variable on its own resulted in a number of 
measures, of which three have some prominence: The Supervisory Styles Inventory, 
The Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory and the Personal Reaction Scale. 
The Supervisory Styles Inventory (SSI: Friedlander and Ward, 1984) has been used 
the most and has the greatest reliability/validity features (their 1984 studies found both 
supervisor and trainee versions of the scales to have high internal consistency 
estimates from . 70 - . 
93. Test-retest reliability (two week) ranged from . 78 - . 
94 for 
the total inventory and for each scale). Supervisory style is defined as "the 
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supervisor's distinctive manner of approaching and responding to trainees and of 
implementing supervision... this definition emphasises interpersonal or relationship 
aspects which seem to be as important to supervision outcomes as the therapeutic 
relationship is to counselling outcomes. " (1984: 541). They found substantial 
agreement between supervisees and supervisors on the three dimensions of 
attractiveness, interpersonal sensitivity, and task orientation. 
Most recently, Efstation, Patton, and Kardash (1990) outlined an instrument to 
"measure a supervisor's and a trainee's perceptions of their relationship in counsellor 
supervision" (p. 322), creating the Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory (SWAI). 
They concentrated on the "working alliance" side of the supervisory relationship ("that 
set of actions interactively used by supervisors and trainees to facilitate the learning 
of the trainee" p. 323) and intended to isolate the tasks/activities performed by 
supervisee and supervisor. Their analysis of the scales separately revealed three 
orthogonal factors for the supervisor version (client focus, rapport, identification) and 
two for the supervisee version (client focus, rapport). Their conclusions reveal that 
there is "substantial difference" between the two perceptions of what goes to make up 
the supervisory relationship but that there is some agreement on the working alliance 
as focusing on understanding the client and a rapport between supervisee and 
supervisor. 
The Supervisor Personal Reaction Scale (SPRS) and the Trainee Personal Reaction 
Scale (TPRS) were devised by Holloway and Wampold (1985) to detect the level of 
comfort in the supervisory interaction by both parties, as well as giving judgements 
of self and others. 
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All three of the above measure "perceptions" of supervisors and/or supervisees and 
do not actually access the relationship itself. They are measures to detect participants 
understanding of aspects of the supervisory relationship: however, they do not tell 
us what actually happens between supervisors and supervisees, how they manage their 
relationship within supervision, nor how the relationship changes as they progress 
through supervision. 
One of the most powerful pieces of research connecting the supervisory relationship 
with outcome on the client was conducted by Doehrman (1976). Her research centred 
around the issue of parallel process and showed how the supervisory relationship was 
crucial not only to supervisee development but to the progress made in therapy. She 
indicated that blocks or difficulties in the supervisory relationship were reflected in 
the relationship between supervisee and client and the relationship only moved when 
the blocks were tackled. The process worked equally powerfully the other way and 
problems in the supervisee/client relationship were mirrored in the supervisory setting. 
We know a lot about characteristics of the supervisory relationship from research: 
e. g. what supervisees find attractive about supervisors, what qualities and styles of 
supervisors are most acceptable, what are objectionable relationship characteristics of 
supervisors, who makes up "the ideal supervisor" (Carifio and Hess, 1987). We also 
know that relationship characteristics are connected to particular counselling 
approaches (e. g. Rogers attends more to the personal issues arising within 
supervisors, while Ellis used more of a directive, teaching mode of relating). 
But a lot remains unknown. We are still struggling with the boundaries of the 
supervisory relationship and the connections between therapy and supervision: we 
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know little of how the relationship changes over time: we continue to lack access to 
actual supervisory relationships as a way of monitoring what is happening, what 
roles/tasks are adopted, and what underlying features of power, dominance, influence, 
engagement characterise the interactions. 
CONCLUSION 
In summary, there are as many opinions and stances on the supervisory relationships, 
the kind of relationship involved, and its centrality to supervision outcome, as there 
are around the counselling relationship (Clarkson, 1990; Gelso and Carter, 1985; 
Sexton and Whiston, 1994). Though a number of measures exist to clarify 
relationship factors within supervision these generally access either supervisor or 
supervisee perceptions of specific roles within supervision. More is needed to monitor 
the relationship as it exists moment-by-moment within actual supervision sessions. 
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2.2 THE TEACHING TASK OF SUPERVISION 
Fig. 2.3. shows the teaching task of supervision in the context of the seven generic 
tasks. 
Fig. 2.3. 
With counselling supervision came the distinction between the teaching task and the 
therapy relationship (Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1972). Since the 1920s when this 
distinction was first made there has been an ongoing search for what teaching means 
within counselling supervision. A large number of authors support education being 
the primary function of supervision (Alonso, 1983; Crowley, 1984; Holloway, 1992; 
Kurpius and Baker, 1977; Langs, 1979; Schimel, 1984; Semard, 1969; Tarachow, 
1963). 
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What is uncertain from both literature and research is what exactly is meant by 
teaching in the context of counselling supervision. 
From an analysis of the literature on supervision, teaching will be used here to include 
all forms of formal and informal teaching. Teaching in supervision is accepted here 
in its widest form, even though not all models of supervision teach or intervene 
didactically in the same way. Teaching involves the instructional, informational, 
experiential learning side of supervision (Hart, 1982) whatever form is used in the 
transfer or acquisition of knowledge. 
Ellis and Dell (1986) have described the teaching role in each of its three functions: 
"Teacher-process: Demonstrates or describes specific interpersonal, 
treatment, or intervention techniques and skills. 
Teacher-conceptualisation: Demonstrates or describes one or more ways to 
classify, organise, and understand client's 
behaviour, thoughts and problems. 
Teacher-personalisation: Demonstrates or describes the potential 
importance of trainees affect and ways of 
recognising and using one's own affect during 
counselling. " 
(p. 284) 
For them the terms "demonstrates" and "describes" are the teaching descriptors. This 
seems rather narrow in educational terms. Stenack and Dye (1983) widen the concept 
of teaching considerably in their definition of the teacher role in supervision; 
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"The supervisor acting in the teacher role focuses on the supervisee as 
a counsellor. The goal of the supervisor is to instruct while 
maintaining overt control. Specific activities include a) identifying, 
interpreting and evaluating counselling session interventions; b) 
teaching, modelling, and demonstrating intervention techniques; and c) 
explaining the rationale behind strategies and techniques. " (p. 158) 
However, even they seem somewhat narrow and while using such terms as "instruct 
identify ... interpret ... evaluate ... model ... demonstrate ... explain" 
leave out a 
whole arena of teaching methodologies, e. g. lecturing, coaching, role-play, reading, 
seminars, instructing, as well as the more modem methods of experiential teaching. 
Teaching will be used here in its widest form, including both formal and information 
teaching, and encompassing the many forms of didactic as well as experiential 
learning experiences. 
2.2.1. Research on the teaching task of supervision. 
Results from the Hansen, Pound, and Petro (1976) study showed that trainees greatly 
value didactic supervision and Goin and Kline (1976) discovered that the most highly 
rated-supervisors made frequent didactic comments about clients and techniques. 
The teaching task in supervision, of all the tasks, is one of the most frequently 
researched (Ellis and Dell, 1986; Ellis, Dell, and Good, 1988; Stenack and Dye, 
1982,1983, Frankham, 1987). These studies will be reviewed in detail in Chapter 
3. The teaching task emerges from all these studies as a clear task of supervision: 
however, there is some doubt about how distinct a task it is, and whether or not in 
overlaps with counselling and consultation. 
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CONCLUSION 
The overall conclusion from the supervisory literature and research remains constant 
in that the teaching task of supervision is essential. Many see it as the predominant 
task, with the other tasks subservient. Others view it as one amongst a number of 
tasks. My own view is that supervision is primarily an educational endeavour with the 
learning of the supervisee a central focus. 
2.3 THE COUNSELLING TASK OF SUPERVISION 
Fig. 2.4. pinpoints the counselling task of supervision within the overall model of 
generic tasks: 
Fig. 2.4. 
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Stenack and Dye (1983) explained the counselling role behaviourally: 
"In the counsellor role the supervisor focuses on the supervisee as a 
person. The goal of supervision is to facilitate supervisee self-growth. 
The supervisor exerts little overt or covert control of the interaction. 
Specific activities include: a) exploring supervisee feelings during 
counselling and supervision sessions and using specific techniques and 
interventions; b) facilitating supervisee self exploration of 
competencies, worries, and areas for growth; and c) providing 
opportunities for supervisees to process their own affect and defences. 
(p. 158). 
There is some agreement that the personal reaction of supervisees to clients, to 
themselves, to supervisors, to agencies in which they see clients, are valuable and 
positive aids to the therapeutic situation (Doehrman, 1976; Lesser, 1984; Searles, 
1955). That they have a place in supervision is generally accepted certainly within 
the psychodynamic and humanistic fields. Even within behavioural and 
cognitive-behavioural orientations there is a place for its inclusion, if on a limited 
basis (Wessler and Ellis, 1980). 
The aim of supervision is to help supervisees become better therapeutic workers, 
whereas the aim in counselling stresses becoming a better person (Ekstein and 
Wallerstein, 1972). The difference is not always simple. Schlessinger (1966) called 
it the "most perplexing question in the supervision of psychotherapy - is it teaching 
or therapy? " (p. 130). 
There is no scarcity of material on those who struggle or those who are definitive 
about the role of counselling in supervision (Arlow, 1963; Fleming and Benedek, 
1966; Wagner, 1957). Some argue that there is no place for counselling in supervision 
(Altucher, 1967; Banikiotes, 1975; Blocher, 1983). There is a strong body of opinion 
that sees supervision more akin to counselling and psychotherapy (Arbuckle, 1963; 
Carkhuff, Kratochvil, and Friel, 1968; Wessler and Ellis, 1980; Harmon, 1977; 
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Patterson, 1964). Others point out that counselling is one amongst other tasks 
involved in supervision and has a definite place, though by no means a monopoly 
(Bernard, 1979; Hess, 1980). Fleming and Benedict fuse the two notions and see the 
supervisor not as wholly teacher or wholly counsellor but as "a person in whom the 
qualities entering into two roles are fused and used according to the specifics of the 
situation" (Schlessinger, 1966: 132). Abroms (1977) used the word "metatherapy" to 
describe the supervision process and views it as "therapy to a therapy". 
Recent writings see this issue as unresolved e. g. Burns and Holloway argue that 
supervisors "ethically cannot undertaking counselling relationships with their trainees" 
(1990: 48) basing their argument on the "dual relationship" principle outlined in some 
Ethical Codes. The British Association for Counselling Code of Ethics for 
Supervisors, however, adopts a more flexible position, whereby 
"Supervisors and counsellors must distinguish between supervising and 
counselling the counsellor. They would not normally expect to mix the 
two. On the rare occasions when the supervisor might engage in 
counselling with the counsellor, a clear contract must be negotiated, 
and any counselling done must not be at the expense of supervision 
time" (1988 : Section 2.4). 
Both quotations above refer to counselling as a formal relationship between supervisor 
and trainee. That is what is NOT meant by counselling as a role within supervision. 
However, supervisees learn how to deal with their own reactions to their work with 
clients, and supervisors have the task of helping them do this. 
Four stances on how supervisors work with the personal reactions of supervisees can 
be detected from an analysis of the literature: 
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One opinion suggested working on an ad hoc basis and focusing on supervisee 
reactions when they interfere with client work. This view considered a counselling 
role within supervision but insisted that it is a part of supervision and not the only 
focus. Searles (1962) talked about this being done "sparingly, if at all" (p. 602). 
Another opinion gave more time and emphasis to personal issues, leaving aside 
definite sessions in which to work with such issues. Lesser (1984) talked, of a 
"collaborative analysis" and Arbuckle (1963,1965) was adamant that the 
counsellor-educator must be involved with students in a counselling role. 
A third stance suggested that issues of a personal nature arising in supervision should 
be taken to personal therapy (Lesser, 1984). De Bell (1963) considered contact of the 
supervisor with the therapist as one way of helping the supervisee. 
A fourth view trusted the supervisee to deal with these issues in their own way and 
allowed them freedom about how and where they were considered (Crowley, 1984). 
Crowley (1984) contended that issues of a personal nature need not be dealt with 
necessarily in a counselling way but "by educational methods". This fits in well with 
research by Ellis and Dell (1986) who indicated that the counsellor role can be 
integrated into the teaching role and with the question posed by Burns and Holloway 
(1990), "How can I explore personal issues and material while remaining an instructor 
and without becoming my trainees' counsellor? " (p. 55). Whilst agreeing in principle 
with Levinson's dictum to "stay out of the supervisee's analysis" (1984: 155), it is not 
always possible or easy to adhere to this in practice (Lesser, 1984). 
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2.3.1. Research into the counselling role of supervision 
Frankham (1987) used 113 supervisory dyads to rank order twelve tasks of 
supervision. The supervisor as "therapist" came twelfth (last) on both supervisor and 
supervisee scales whereas the mentor role ("to provide a supportive and sustaining 
environment") was ranked first by both. This seems to indicate that whilst needing 
a facilitative, warm, supportive relationship and environment both supervisors and 
supervisees react strongly to turning that into a therapy situation (to provide personal 
counselling or therapy). Carkhuff, Kratochvil, and Friel (1968) and Traux and 
Carkhuff (1967) discovered that the use of therapeutic qualities by supervisors (e. g. 
empathy) enhanced the learning of supervisees. 
In fact the most objectionable stance taken by supervisors (as reported by supervisees) 
is when the supervisor becomes or tries to become their therapist (Frankham, 1987; 
Rosenblatt and Mayer, 1975). 
Ellis and Dell (1986), Ellis et al. (1988) and Stenack and Dye (1982,1983) support 
conflicting evidence on the role of counselling in supervision. The former find little 
evidence to separate the teaching and counselling roles whilst the latter find clear 
separation between them but more of a confusion around overlapping between the 
teaching and the consultant role. 
However, Stenack and Dye discovered that supervisees follow the roles/tasks of 
supervisors and when supervisors move into counselling mode, then supervisees focus 
on their feelings and personal reactions. 
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CONCLUSION 
The counselling task of supervision encourages supervisees to reflect on the personal 
reactions arising in their working with clients or indeed supervisors. Even though this 
is called the "counselling" role in supervision it is not seen as therapy or personal 
counselling. The intention is to help the supervisee become a more effective worker. 
However, there is much confusion around how personal issues are dealt with within 
supervision, how much time should be allocated to them, and how they integrate with 
the other tasks of supervision. 
From the above arguments and research, I would conclude that supervision contains 
a counselling element. This requires explanation. Supervision is NOT formal 
counselling or psychotherapy but counselling is a task within supervision dealing with 
the personal issues arising from within or around the clinical work with clients. It is 
not a role to deal with the personal issues of supervisee per se. This may seem more 
of a notional rather than a real distinction between counselling as personal therapy and 
counselling as a role within supervision. And yet it is a necessary distinction to 
make. Otherwise supervision can become either personal therapy or, at the other 
extreme, never deals with the personal reactions of supervisees as a way of learning 
how to work therapeutically. 
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2.4. MONITORING PROFESSIONAL/ETHICAL ISSUES AS A 
SUPERVISION TASK 
Fig. 2.5 presents the monitoring role of supervision in respect of ethical/professional 
issues, and places this within the overall context of the seven generic tasks: 
Fig. 2.5 
A number of publications have addressed the ethical issues involved in supervision 
(Bernard, 1987; Bernard and Goodyear, 1992; Cormier and Bernard, 1982; Levy, 
1973; Newman, 1981; Sherry, 1991; Stout, 1987; Upchurch, 1985). Recently new 
Codes of Ethics for Supervisors have been formulated (BAC. 1988, American 
Association for Counseling and Development, 1993). In general, most of the 
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literature on ethics and supervision looks in some detail at supervisor and supervisee 
responsibilities in a number of areas. Sherry (1991) and Stout (1987) have reviewed 
these responsibilities under a number of headings: responsibilities, competence, moral 
and legal standards, public statements, confidentiality, welfare of the consumer, 
professional relationships, assessment techniques, research with human participants, 
and the care and use of animals. Most of these writings tend to take existing writings, 
opinions, and rulings from existing literature on the responsibilities of psychologists 
and/or counsellors/psychotherapists and apply them to the counselling situation. Little 
has come directly from research on clinical supervision. Upchurch (1985) surveyed 
professional journals and discovered only three (3) articles directly related to the 
"examination of ethical issues within supervision" (p. 91). One of these was the 
American Psychological Association's standards of competency for supervisors (1971), 
the second contained research into sexual behaviour between supervisors and 
supervisees (Pope, Schover, and Levinson, 1980), and the third presented a broad 
array of ethical issues within supervision (Nelson, 1981). He does not indicate how 
wide his search of professional journals extended, but certainly there is a wider 
literature than he uses, e. g. Cormier and Bernard, 1982; Levy, 1973). 
Whilst a number of the writings above have reviewed the responsibilities of being a 
supervisor, there is little to help work out what precisely is entailed in monitoring the 
ethical/professional dimensions of supervisee training, and what tasks are involved for 
supervisors. Mainline ethical principles pertain in the supervisory relationship (e. g. 
competency, dual relationships, informed consent, accountability) while the question 
here revolves around the tasks of monitoring the various ethical dimensions of the 
supervisory relationship. Few look at the task of the supervisor as ethical and 
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professional monitor. The 1993 Ethical Guidelines for Counseling Supervisors 
(ACES, 1993) outlines three main areas to help supervisors. These are: 
1. to help supervisors observe ethical and legal protection of clients' and 
supervisees' rights; 
2. meeting training and professional development needs of trainees; and 
3. establish policies, procedures, and standards for implementing training 
programs. 
These three areas are considered in turn and more specific guidelines provided in each 
area. This document is currently the clearest and most precise in outlining the 
monitoring (a term it uses) role of supervisors and even gives details of how to 
monitor (e. g, "actual work samples via audio and /or video tape or live observation 
in addition to case notes should be reviewed by the supervisor as a regular part of the 
ongoing supervisory process" (Section 2.06). Terms used vis-a-vis ethical 
responsibilities are "monitoring", "encouraging compliance with ... ", evaluating and 
clarifying" "should make supervisees aware of .... ", "encourage counsellors to adhere 
to... ", "reviewing client-work", "provide feedback", "assess supervisees' skills and 
experience", "restrict supervisees' activities". 
The professional/ethical task of supervision exists to ensure that both client and 
supervisee are safe, that accountability is assured and that personal and organisational 
contexts are given reflective time. This normative function of supervision places 
supervisors in the role of monitors, involving the "quality control" function in work 
with people (Hawkins and Shohet, 1989). 
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The issue of legal responsibility for clients of superviseese has not needed to be 
addressed in Britain to date, but presumably it is only a matter of time until it needs 
clarification. Slovenko (1980) cited three cases in the U. S. A. where the supervisor 
was sued successfully for malpractice because of the actions of their supervisees 
(p. 468 - 469). All three instances were in agency settings where managerial 
supervision was involved. Cormier and Bernard (1992: 488) have explained the 
concept of "vicarious liability" as the process by which "supervisors are ultimately 
legally responsible for the welfare of clients counseled by their supervisees. " The 
situation in Britain seems to be somewhat different. McCartney and O' Mahoney 
(1977) suggested that under the British Test of Negligence all actors are responsible 
for their own actions, a view confirmed with regard to mental hospital practices 
(Nooder, 1978) and behaviour modification (Zangwill, 1980). 
2.4.1. Research into the monitoring professional/ethical issues role in supervision 
We know very little of how supervisors view their tasks vis-a-vis supervisees in regard 
to professional and ethical issues. Sherry (1991) while applauding the increase in 
research in ethics, has pointed out how little has been produced on the ethics within 
counselling supervision. What emerges in the literature has been largely adapted from 
counselling codes of ethics. Research is badly needed to isolate what responsibilities 
supervisors have both to help supervisees work ethically, and secondly to review 
specific ethical responsibilities within supervision. 
Some research has taken place around "unethical relationships" between supervisors 
and supervisees (Bartell and Rubin, 1990; Pope, Schover, and Levinson, 1980). 
63 
Commenting on sexual intimacies between supervisors and supervisees Bartell and 
Rubin (1990) have made the point that most of the literature generalises from studies 
on instructor/student and therapist/client sexual contacts, and "the incidence and 
implications of sexual intimacies between supervisors and supervisees has received 
little attention" (p. 442). From their research review Bartell and Rubin (1990) 
concluded that around 5% of supervisees indicated sexual contact with supervisors 
However, there is need of much more specific research into ethical/unethical 
behaviour within supervision, what it means, incidences, and the relationship between 
such behaviours and training, theoretical orientation, personalities etc. 
CONCLUSION 
Monitoring the ethical/professional issues in client work is built into the goals of 
supervision which include the safety and welfare of both client and supervisee. 
Though there are some publications, there is almost no research on this task in 
supervision despite its importance. While there is no doubt that supervisors need to 
monitor the above issues, there is some argument on whether or not they should teach 
ethical and professional issues as part of supervision. 
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2.5. THE EVALUATION TASK OF SUPERVISION 
Fig. 2.6. depicts the evaluation task of supervision within the generic tasks: 
Fig. 2.6. 
Definitions cif evaluation (Borders, undated; Sechrest and Chatel, 1987) bring out the 
"assessment of worth" side of supervision and the accountability element. 
"Accountability refers to the obligations that exist for one person or 
group to justify its actions to another. In this case, accountability 
refers to the obligations of professional psychology to justify its actions 
to its various clienteles ". 
(Sechrest and Chatel, 1987: 3). 
Evaluation within counselling training, and supervision, is needed for several reasons. 
First of all the safety and welfare of the client (BAC Code of Ethics, 1988; Bernard 
and Goodyear, 1992) is of primary importance in counselling work.. Evaluation 
monitors the service given to the client, and judges that the relationship involved and 
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the counsellor interventions are not harmful. Evaluation determines that the client is 
receiving the help he or she needs and that professional practice and ethical standards 
are being maintained (Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1972). Accountability (Borders, 
undated; Proctor, 1986; Sechrest and Chatel, 1987)) is a key element in supervision; 
accountability to the client, to the agency in which the client is seen, to the profession 
and to other systems of which the counselling relationship is a part. Accountability is 
the process by which a person (the supervisee) justifies their actions to another person 
or group. Secondly the welfare and professional development of the supervisee is 
a focus of evaluation. Evaluation determines that supervisees are not working beyond 
their abilities. There may be times when a supervisor insists that the trainee is not yet 
ready to work at a certain level or with certain clients, or indeed they may 
recommend that an individual suspend or terminate their training (Johnston and 
Gysbers, 1967). 
Evaluation within supervision comprises a number of elements. Primarily it consists 
of setting up the procedures by which the performance of the supervisee is described 
or judged to be competent or effective. However, the performance of the supervisee 
must be seen in two contexts, the trainee as counsellor, and the trainee as supervisee 
(Holloway, 1992). Professional or counsellor competence is not always a readily 
agreed procedure (Bernard and Goodyear, 1992) and a number of issues intrude to 
make evaluation a difficult process: e. g. what core competencies are considered 
essential for different counselling schools, what skills are seen to be 
necessary/essential for the different developmental stages though which supervisees 
travel, and what contexts and client groups demand further specific abilities? 
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Agreeing criteria on which judgements about counsellor competence can be made is 
still in its early stages. And yet the supervisor has to make decision about the abilities 
of supervisees, not just to supervisees themselves but often to the training courses of 
which they are a part 
There is controversy around the task of evaluation within supervision. Some authors 
are in no doubt about its importance and centrality. Edelstein and Brasted (1983: 50) 
called clinical evaluation "perhaps the most important and the most overlooked issue 
in clinical training". Some supervisors find evaluation an uncomfortable task (Bernard 
and Goodyear, 1992; Borders and Leddick, 1987; Graham, 1981; Kadushin, 1985). 
Arbuckle (1965) has pointed out the difficulty of trying to combine "the two 
impossibilities" of providing a non-threatening atmosphere on one hand and evaluating 
the supervisee on the other. However, he too sees the evaluation role as an inevitable 
part of supervision. 
Other supervisors have viewed formal evaluation as interfering with their teaching, 
counselling or consulting roles (Cohen, 1987; Wolberg, 1967) and have expressed 
anxiety lest they develop what Beardsley, Riggar, and Hafer (1984) call "the casework 
cop syndrome" (p. 59). How can supervisees trust their work, failures included, to 
supervisors who will have at least some influence on their overall assessment? Often 
such arguments insist on taking evaluation out of supervision and keeping it as a 
private concern between supervisor and supervisee. 
Evaluation of supervisee's competency is still at an early stage of its development. 
As yet there is no research to connect training with competence: "The most alarming 
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finding of the APA (American Psychological Association) Task Force on the 
Evaluation of Education, Training, and Service in Psychology (1982) was that 'there 
is no evidence that any specific educational or training programme or experience is 
related to professional competence" (Edelstein and Berler, 1987: xi). 
Levy (1983) distinguished formative from summative evaluation. The former consists 
of ongoing feedback and evaluation of the supervisee, taking into consideration the 
level of experience of the supervisee. Summative evaluation "is the moment of truth 
when the supervisor steps back, takes stock, and decides how the trainee measures up" 
(Bernard and Goodyear, 1992: 105). Formative evaluation is informal and ongoing; 
summative tends to end up as formal supervisory reports. Pope and Vasquez (1991) 
have indicated that "lack of timely feedback is the most common basis of ethics 
complains regarding supervision" (p. 169). 
However, issues of competency (Yager and Beck, 1985) are high on the 
anxiety-provoking list for beginner trainees. Being evaluated can be a stressful 
activity for both supervisor and supervisee, even though it was not intended as 
stressful or fearful (Bradley, 1989: Cooper, 1984; Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1972; 
Lesser, 1984; Speigel, 1984). It can lead to supervisee resistance (Liddle, 1986). 
Chrzanowski (1984) shared that some of his students confessed falsifying and/or 
censoring material in supervision for fear of negative evaluation. 
Evaluation procedures are usually one-way (i. e. directed towards the supervisee). The 
"You are up; I am down, " situation outlined by Rioch (1980: 70) pertains in 
supervision and, in particular, with the task and roles of supervision. Evaluation 
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creates power issues by its very nature. Even when the procedures are more desirable 
(i. e. a continuous process, discussed beforehand with the supervisee, where there is 
a positive relationship, where evaluation is shared, and where the focus is the work 
and not the person of the trainee (Kadushin, 1985)), there is still the inequality that 
one person is being judged and the other judging. The issues become the more 
pertinent when the criteria on which these judgments are made remain hazy or 
subjective. 
Bradley (1989) widened evaluation to include more than the supervisee. She 
recommended evaluation of "the helping service programmes, and supervision itself" 
(p. 26). Presumably the latter includes some form of evaluation of the supervisor by 
the supervisee. Hawkins and Shohet (1989) included a section on evaluating 
supervisors using Borders and Leddick's (1987) checklist for evaluating the 
supervisor. 
2.5.1 Research into the evaluating task of supervision 
A number of writers have attested to the lack of research on evaluating counselling 
supervisees (Levy, 1983; Osipow and Reed, 1987; Sleight, 1984). Dowling (1984) 
found no evidence "to support the contention that supervisors are accurate evaluators" 
(p. 72). However, of all evaluators, self, peer, and supervisor, the latter emerged as 
the most effective raters of counselling sessions (Faulkenberry, 1968). Dowling's 
research (1984) discovered that supervisee's evaluations were as accurate as those of 
supervisors. In her discussion she suggested further research on the influence of 
selection criteria on evaluation accuracy. Sleight (1984) viewed the area of supervisor 
self-evaluation and their accuracy as worthy of consideration. 
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Tyler and Weaver (1981) conducted research to determine the prevalence and ways 
in which various training programmes integrate evaluation and feedback into 
supervision. Their conclusions showed that supervisee evaluation is a regular part of 
clinical programmes, with 75 % sharing the entire evaluation report with supervisees. 
Most had written evaluations. 
Holloway (1992) acknowledged the lack of a method for integrating all aspects of 
supervision into effective evaluation of its effectiveness. In other words we know 
very little, at this time, of how effective supervision is, or can be, with regards to 
client welfare. 
Ward, Friedlander, Schoen, and Klein (1985) researched evaluation of the trainee 
based on their in-session supervisory behaviour. They concluded that much of the 
evaluation is related how successful the evaluator views client outcome. If the client 
improves, the supervisor evaluates the supervisee more favourably. 
Although there are a number of counsellor evaluation objective measures (Holloway, 
1992), there is little agreement on what is being measured, or the variables that affect 
such measures (e. g. developmental stage, counselling orientation). Furthermore 
evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision is very meagre, as is evaluation of the 
supervisor or the supervisee in his/her performance as supervisor/supervisee. 
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There is no agreement within supervision about whether or not formal evaluation (i. e. 
reports to training bodies, to counselling agencies, etc) ought to be part of 
supervision. Ongoing feedback, informal evaluation, is seen by both supervisors and 
supervisees as an important element in supervisee growth. 
Overall, evaluation methods in counsellor training seem to be linked to subjective 
elements within evaluators. 
2.6. THE CONSULTATION TASK OF SUPERVISION 
Fig. 2.7. shows the consultation task of supervision in connection to the other generic 
tasks of supervision: 
TAS(F1JERI<' 
TASKS 
SUPERVISION 
J l. 1 
Fig. 2.7. 
Ellis and Dell (1986) defined the consultancy role within supervision as: 
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"Consultant-process: Works with trainee to explore different uses of 
an intervention and jointly practice them; focuses 
on mutual learning of interventions and skills. 
Consultant-conceptualisation: Works with trainee to explore mutually issues 
and implications of theories, models and 
alternative conceptualisations to counselling. 
Consultant-personalisation: Works with trainee to explore mutually personal 
concerns relevant to counselling. " 
(p. 284) 
Their words bring out the mutuality in power status ("work together") the learning 
objective (exploration of alternatives) and the focus (interventions, skills, 
conceptualisations, concerns). Supervisors assess the situation with clients and 
counsellors, look at alternative interventions, conceptualise issues, and facilitate the 
counsellors' reviews of counselling relationships. 
Stenack and Dye (1983) have defined the consultant task behaviourally: 
"The supervisor in the consultant role focuses on the supervisee's 
client. The goal is to generate data and to allow the supervisee to exert 
overt control of the interaction. Specific activities include: a) 
discussion of client problems; b) brainstorming of ideas; and c) 
provision of alternative interventions, strategies, and 
conceptualisations. (p. 284) 
However, these descriptions of the consultant role as focusing on clients seems 
somewhat narrow. Consultancy best describes the whole area of process in 
supervision. Besides the client dynamics it includes the various relationships in the 
system (i. e. the relationship between the client and the supervisee and the relationship 
between supervisor and supervisee). Consultancy spends time with the "parallel 
process" as an information-gathering mechanism. Hawkins and Shohet deliberately 
named their model a "process model of supervision" (1989) involving "two 
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interlocking systems or matrices; the therapy system ... and the supervision system" 
(p. 56). From these two foci they outline six categories or modes of supervision. 
Each is described according to the focus of the supervision: 
1. Where the focus is on the counselling/therapy session. 
a) Reflection on the client and their dynamics. This is an effort to 
understand the client, make assessment/diagnosis, reflect on what was 
said, connect this to previous sessions etc. 
b) Reflection on the strategies/interventions of the supervisee (e. g. 
reviewing what the supervisee did, what they intended to do, looking 
at other possible interventions, designating a treatment plan) 
c) Reflection on the relationship between client an counsellor/ therapist. 
This focus will dwell on transference/ counter-transference, conscious 
and unconscious relationship issues, what kind of relationship is 
involved: working alliance, real relationship, transference relationship. 
2. Where the focus is on the supervisory relationship. 
a) Reflection on the therapist's counter-transference. The supervisee looks 
at issues carried from the counselling sessions, feelings for and towards 
the client, unresolved personal issues and feelings 
b) Reflection on the "parallel process" (i. e. where the supervisee plays out 
the therapy relationship in the supervisory relationship) 
c) Focus on the supervisor's countertransference. The supervisor dwells 
on his/her reactions, attitudes, feelings towards the client, the 
supervise, their relationship etc. as a means to understanding what is 
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happening. 
Five of these modes make up the "consultancy" role of supervision. 2 (a) is the 
"counselling" role. Of the others the task is to understand the processes involved 
throughout the system, examine them, and see how they can be used to help the 
counselling process. The consultancy role is about uncovering what is happening, 
understanding it, and looking at other ways of intervening. 
2.6.1. Research on the consultancy role of supervision 
Stenack and Dye, (1982) made the point that the consultant role is much less clearly 
defined than either the teacher or counsellor roles. Their study (1982) showed that 
both supervisors and supervisees made a clear distinction between the teaching and the 
counselling role but saw the consultant role as overlapping the other two. Their follow 
up study (1983) indicated that 59% of statements in the consultant role were identified 
as consultant statements in contrast to 65 % in the counsellor role and a massive 91 % 
in the teaching role. 
Doehrman (1976) suggested that the parallel process (which is part of the consultant 
role) is most effective with more advanced trainees. In her study the beginner 
therapist was the only student who did not seem to benefit from the informational 
value of the parallel process. Stoltenberg (1981) made similar suggestions and 
Friedlander, Siegel, and Brenock (1989) found evidence for this in their parallel 
process research. This research would seem to indicate that the consultative role of 
supervision is most effective when used with more advanced supervisees. 
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CONCLUSION 
Some see consultancy as the main focus of supervision (Bradley, 1989). Others have 
viewed it as one amongst a number of roles (Bernard, 1979; Holloway, in press). 
It seems that consultancy becomes more of a task within supervision as trainees 
become more advanced. Certainly Doehrman's (1976) gives evidence to support this. 
What is unclear from the literature is how different consultation in supervision is from 
other tasks. Does it merge with them or can it be distinguished as a task in its own 
right. 
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2.7 ADMINISTRATIVE TASK OF SUPERVISION- 
Fig. 2.8. presents the administrative task of supervision: 
Fig. 2.8. 
As early as 1926, Dawson, writing about supervision within the context of social 
work, saw the administrative element as essential (Dawson, 1926). 
Administrative elements enter counselling supervision because counselling is 
concerned with more than just client-contact. Counselling trainees belong to a 
training course which usually has the final say in whether or not they are allowed to 
practice as a professional counsellors. Sometimes staff members supervise the client 
work of trainees and have to fulfil a number of roles vis-a-vis the students: teacher, 
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tutor, administrator, supervisor. Furthermore, often trainee placements are separate 
from the training centre; sometimes they are negotiated by the student alone, or by 
the training centre. In some instances the administration of the placement has little 
contact with the administrative personnel from the training course, and leave all 
decisions and supervision to one of the staff members who has been appointed to have 
both clinical and administrative responsibility. This latter could be one of the 
administration staff. In other circumstances trainees see clients in settings that are not 
specifically counselling (e. g. doctors' surgeries, social work settings). There are 
further areas where a trainee sees clients where there is no administrative side (e. g. 
trainees working in private practice). 
For the above reasons, the administrative side of supervision is often vague or non 
existent. And yet the institutional variables are critical points in the professional 
development of trainees and in the service rendered to clients who use the service. 
Bernard and Goodyear (1992) have affirmed the centrality of administration within 
supervision, " ... 
it is our position that there is a strong and necessary component to 
clinical supervision that is administrative or organisational in nature" (p. 151). 
There is a difference between administrative supervision and the administrative 
task/role of supervision. Administrative supervisors (Falvey, 1987) concentrates on 
organisation issues (e. g. the use of effective leadership styles) that may have nothing 
to do with counselling. The administrative task of supervision, on the other hand, is 
concerned about the contexts in which trainees see clients and the impact of that 
context on clinical work (e. g. how suitable are the referrals made by a doctor to 
supervisees working within a medical practice). 
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Context gives meaning to and influences the process of counselling (Johnston and 
Gysbers, 1967). Supervisees work in agencies, relate to other staff members and with 
the management within the agency. Ekstein and Wallerstein (1972) talked about each 
clinical setting having its "customs, rules, physical arrangements, and spirit that 
together constitute what we call its structure" (p. 36). Not only is there the structure 
but there exists "the psychological meanings" that structure has for each individual 
involved. Even when supervisees work privately there is a management/administrative 
side to their work: taking referrals from other professionals, making referrals, dealing 
with medical practitioners, psychiatrists, socials workers etc., who also work with 
their clients. Issues emerge from these areas that are not strictly work with clients, 
but have a vast influence on that work and on the context in which that work takes 
place. 
Several potential problems areas emerge that can have substantial impact on either 
supervisees or supervisees work with clients: 
a) issues of power and the style of leadership within the agency in which clients 
are seen, 
b) the political climate of the agency, 
c) constraints on the agency (e. g. financial), 
d) the counselling orientation of the agency, 
e) who employs the supervisor. 
The administrative task of supervision entails monitoring the various contexts in which 
the supervisee works. For some supervisors it may mean intervening in those 
situations, for others the task is about helping supervisees deal with whatever issues 
intrude on the work with clients. 
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Ekstein and Wallerstein (1972) pinpointed some of the problem areas that can arise 
and affect client work and trainee development. 
a) where the ideology of the administration differs from the ideology of the 
supervisor (and/or the supervisee), 
b) where the administrator undertakes administration for negative rather than 
positive reasons, 
c) where the administrator understands administration, but not counselling or 
psychotherapy, 
d) where the administrator cannot delegate but needs to do everything 
himself/herself. 
A further area that influences the clinical work is the training course of which the 
supervisee is a member. The training course also has an administrative side. Carr 
(1989) summarises some of the issues that can arise here: 
"The training organisation is a powerful, ever present force influencing 
the relationship between supervisor and supervisee. Both can feel 
judged in different ways, with their work in supervision, not only the 
work of the supervisee under examination. The supervisee can feel 
there is a strong bond between his supervisor and the training body, 
and he is excluded from this like a child is excluded from relationships 
between the adults. Difficulties can sometimes arise between 
supervisee and the training body, in which the supervisee can seek to 
involve the supervisor in a collusive relationship against the training 
body. Supervisors can over-identify with their students and perhaps we 
are familiar with the supervisor, all of whose geese are swans. " 
(pp. 2-3) 
2.7.1. Re arch on the administrative task of supervision . 
Holloway (1992) recently asserted that "the influence of organisation variables on 
supervision has rarely been studied" (p. 203). Bernard and Goodyear (1992) have 
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been equally adamant about the paucity of research in this area, " ... there is very 
little direct data supporting the importance of administrative competence for clinical 
supervision " (p. 152). However, the latter have noted the research work of 
Eisikovits, Meier, Guttman, Shurka, and Levinstein (1986) which acclaimed the 
correlation between administrative issues and clinical work. Organisation issues have 
been viewed as equal if not more important variables in worker burnout then clinical 
work (Murphy and Pardeck, 1986). Crandall and Allen (1982) have used the concept 
of "parallel process" to show the relationship between organisational structure and 
work with clients. 
There has been some work done on isolating the features of placements for trainees 
and the characteristics that go to make up an ideal organisational structure for training 
in counselling (Dodds, 1986; Hamilton and Else, 1983; Raskin, 1985). 
Supervisees are anxious about the political issues involved in the training placements. 
This area was their most frequently expressed concern (Holloway, 1992). 
There is a sense, from the supervisory literature, that the importance of administrative 
and organisational aspects of supervision is still underrated within counselling 
supervision. The administrative side of supervision has always had a high profile in 
social work supervision (Prichard, 1995). Systems approaches are continuing to 
educate supervisors to the role and effect that institutional structure, roles, 
responsibilities, and climate have on actual client work. Supervisors are becoming 
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more aware of the "the helicopter ability " as a valuable resource for supervisors i. e. 
the ability to see problems and people in ever widening contexts. 
We know little of how supervisors, or indeed supervisees, view the administration side 
of their work, and how they deal with the impact of organisational variables on their 
clinical practice. Recent developments in Britain are highlighting the interface 
between the organisation and counselling provision i. e. counselling in organisations, 
employee counselling, workplace counselling and Employee Assistance Programmes 
(Carroll, in press a and b; Gitterman, and Miller, 1989; McLeod, 1993). These 
advances in counselling are forcing supervisors to review their work especially how 
best to help supervisees work within organisational settings that have vast impact on 
their clients, and on their client-work. 
CONCLUSION 
This chapter has presented each of the seven generic tasks. In particular it has looked 
at understanding what is meant by each task, how it might be defined, and reviewed 
the current discussions and controversies within each task. Where applicable relevant 
research has been cited. 
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CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH INTO THE ROLESITASKS OF SUPERVISION 
INTRODUCTION 
This chapter will consider research studies on the role theories of supervision and look 
at research methodologies within the area of counselling supervision. It will conclude 
by designating the purpose of the present study . 
Five studies, in particular, have looked at role theories in supervision, Ellis and Dell 
(1986); Ellis, Dell and Good (1988); Stenack and Dye (1983,1983), and Frankham 
(1987). 
3.1. ELLIS AND DELL (986) 
Ellis and Dell (1986) focused on Bernard's (1979) two-dimensional model and Littrell 
et al. 's (1979) unidimensional, developmental model. Both approaches share an 
emphasis on supervisor roles. Bernard (1979) outlined a matrix with supervisor roles 
of teacher, counsellor, and consultant as one dimension, and the functions of 
supervision (process, conceptualisation, and personalisation) as the other dimension 
leading to nine sets of behaviour (roles) that can be adopted by supervisors. Littrell 
et al's model connected supervisor responses with the developmental level of the 
supervisee and outlined four stages each stage having its own set of supervisor roles 
and tasks e. g. stage three was characterised by a consultant role for the supervisor 
with the teacher/counsellor roles at stages one and two. Ellis and Dell isolated three 
supervisor stances: supervisors' behaviour is a result of the roles and functions they 
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choose (Bernard); supervisors' behaviour can be viewed as a reaction to their 
perceptions of supervisees' level of experience (Litrell et al. ); and/or supervisors' 
behaviours may be a result of their own level of experience. In their study Ellis and 
Dell used a multidimensional scaling procedure (MDS) to uncovers the dimensionality 
of supervisor roles, using supervisory dyads consisting of novice and experienced 
supervisors and novice and experienced supervisees. The results of their study 
indicated: 
1. some support for the model of supervision outlined by Bernard; 
2. that the distinction between the teacher and counsellor roles was not supported; 
3. the function of personalisation was not clearly distinguished; 
4. there was very little support for Littrell et al. 's (1979) model (i. e. that the 
experience level of supervisor or supervisee affected the description of 
supervision given by the supervisor); and 
5. there were three dimensions which seemed to characterise supervisors' thinking 
about supervision: process versus conceptualisation, consultant versus 
counsellor/teacher and, personalisation versus teacher (i. e. emotional versus 
cognitive). 
It is important to note that this study was based on expectations about what happens 
in supervision and did not examine actual supervisory behaviour. 
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3.2. ELLIS_ DELL AND GOOD (1 
The second set of studies (Ellis, Dell, and Good, 1988) sought to uncover the 
dimensions of supervision from the supervisee's viewpoint and added a fourth set of 
supervision roles (i. e. self-supervision). Their conclusions supported the earlier 1986 
study and also indicated that supervisor and supervisee "maps of supervision" are 
more similar than reported. They showed that there was some evidence for, a 
movement in supervision through supervisor roles of teacher/counsellor combination, 
to consultant, to self-supervision. Unlike the earlier study by Ellis and Dell (1986) 
there was some evidence that trainees did distinguish between the counsellor and 
teacher roles adopted by supervisors. 
Ellis et al (1988) have suggested, as a result of their conflicting evidence (do 
supervisees distinguish between different supervisory roles? ) that direct assess to the 
process of supervision as a way of determining whether or not there are clear 
distinctions in supervisory roles is needed. This research intends filling this gap and 
will code actual supervisory sessions as a way of determining whether supervisory 
tasks and roles are intertwined or can remain distinct. 
3.3. STENACK AND DYE (1982,1983) 
Stenack and Dye (1982,1983) set out to discover if the three roles outlined by 
Bernard (1979) could be clearly differentiated from one another. They used the 
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Survey of Practicum Supervisor Behaviours (with behavioural descriptions of 60 
supervisor activities) on 36 faculty and doctoral students. They asked participants to 
equate specific behaviours with supervisor roles using seven-point Likert scales on the 
teacher, counsellor, and consultant roles. Analysis of variance was used on each 
statement to determine significance, and a principle components analysis was 
employed to identify factors within each role. Their results showed a clear distinction 
between the teacher and the counsellor roles, but the consultant role was less clearly 
defined, being overlapped by the other two. The authors concluded that these roles 
are not mutually exclusive and have quite a large overlap between consultant and 
teacher roles. This suggests that roles cannot be defined in terms of specific 
behaviours alone. Stenack and Dye's second study (1983) researched the ability of 
supervisors to function in each of the three roles (teacher, counsellor, consultant). 
Ninety-one per cent of teaching statements were identified as such, 65 % of counsellor 
statements and 59% of consultant statements being similarly identified. These results 
confirmed their earlier study about the clarity of teaching and the somewhat less 
clarity of the consultant role. 
A second feature of this study was to investigate the relationship between supervisor 
role and supervisee focus. There was little doubt in their conclusions, "When 
supervisors used teacher behaviours, shift in supervisee focus was from feelings to 
action. When supervisors used counsellor behaviours, supervisee focus declined on 
thoughts and increased on feelings. Finally, supervisor consultant role behaviours 
elicited an increase in supervisee focus on thoughts and decreased in focus on feelings 
and actions" (p. 166). An obvious conclusion from this is that supervisors determine 
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the focus of supervision, not supervisees, and that supervisees move into the task 
being performed by supervisors. 
Like Ellis et al. (1988) Stenack and Dye concluded that specific behaviours do not 
clearly designate tasks although they do not attempt to explain this. However, this 
research dissertation will address the "muddle" and consider whether or not specific 
supervisory behaviours do designate tasks, or not. 
3.4. FRANKHAM (19871 
Frankham (1987) asked 113 dyads (supervisors and supervisees) to rank twelve 
delineated tasks of supervision. He was able to examine the degree of concordance 
between their evaluations as well as ranking the overall perceived importance of the 
tasks. The tasks of supervision were described in terms of the supervisor's role. The 
twelve tasks/roles were: 
a. Professional Monitor - to ensure the maintenance of professional standards. 
b. Teacher - to impart counselling theory. 
c. Manager - to ensure the agency policy and practice is being pursued. 
d. Mentor - to provide a supportive and sustaining environment. 
e. Trainer - to provide training in counselling skills. 
f. Therapist - to provide personal counselling or therapy for the counsellor. 
g. Mirror - to facilitate, without criticism, the counsellors' explorations. 
h. Analyst - to identify unconscious factors in the counselling relationship 
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i. Evaluator - to assess counsellor competence (for training and reference 
Purposes) 
j. Challenger - to challenge and confront the counsellor. 
i. Case Reviewer - to formulate and review counselling goals. 
1. Union representative - to check on the counsellor level of personal and/or 
work stress. 
The placings were as follows: 
Role Supervisee Supervisor. 
Professional Monitor 3 4 
Teacher 8 10 
Manager 11 9 
Mentor 1 1 
Trainer 6 8 
Therapist 12 12 
Mirror 5 11 
Analyst 2 3 
Evaluator 9 6 
Challenger 7 4 
Case Reviewer 4 2 
Union Rep. 10 7 
There are several reasons why Frankham's research is relevant. It is one of the very 
few British-based pieces of research in supervision concerned with the tasks/roles 
involved. Also, the agreement of both counsellors and supervisors of the 'mentor' 
role indicates alongside others (Allen, Szollos and Williams, 1986; Gauthier, 1984) 
the importance of the supportive relationship in counselling supervision. Frankham's 
research suggests that both supervisors and supervisees see a number of supervisory 
tasks as relevant to supervision. 
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Taken together the results of these studies provide clear evidence that supervisory 
tasks exist, and that supervisors enter into a number of roles with supervisees. 
However, all the studies are limited in concentrating on models already existing 
(particularly Bernard's three roles of counsellor, teacher, and consultant). There has 
been no attempt to find and research further roles/tasks. A further limitation of these 
studies is there inability to indicate whether or not the various tasks are clearly 
individual or merged with one another. 
3.5. OTHER RESEARCH ON SUPERVISION TASKS 
In an earlier study Gysbers and Johnston (1965) used the Supervisor Role Analysis 
Form with both supervisors and supervisees. Supervisees changed over a six-week 
practicum experience from wanting specific help and demonstration to seeking more 
consultative interaction. 
Worthington and Roehlke (1979) isolated two tasks, evaluation and support, from 42 
supervisor behaviours which were rated by beginning counsellors- in-training. In an 
1984 study Worthington investigated changes in perceptions of supervisees at five 
levels of training. He found that supervisors do change their behaviours to match 
supervisee needs. However, like much of the research in this area, what is being 
investigated is supervisors perceptions of changing their tasks to fit in with the 
learning needs of supervisees. What has B been researched is whether this happens 
in reality rather than in perception. 
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A number of research studies, though not directly concerned with supervisory tasks, 
indirectly speak to the roles and tasks adopted by supervisees and/or supervisors. 
3.5.1 u pervLSee Factors 
Attempting to uncover the understanding and experience of supervision as perceived 
by supervisees makes up a substantial amount of research studies in supervision. And 
there is some agreement around results. Allen, Szollos, and Williams (1986) surveyed 
68 male and 74 female advanced clinical and counselling psychology graduate 
students, comparing their 
best and worst supervisory experiences. Supportive 
relationships and clear 
feedback were highly perceived values whilst sexist behaviour 
and authoritarian treatment were seen as 
detrimental. Perez, Krul, Kapoor (1984) 
asked 167 residents 
from 16 Canadian psychiatric programmes to rate the three most 
essential qualities 
in a supervisor's profile. Not surprisingly a good rapport, an ability 
to pinpoint shortcomings with 
help to overcome them and the skill of teaching were 
the three elements most mentioned. 
Supervisee satisfaction studies have reported 
other supervisor characteristics 
e. g. Cherniss and Egnatios (1977) collected data from 
164 staff members and concluded 
that the insight and feeling orientation of the 
supervisor was attractive 
to supervisees while other styles, e. g. rigid, laissez-faire and 
authoritarian, were 
viewed negatively. Nelson's (1978) research listed interest, 
flexibility, pensiveness, self revelation, and warmth as preferred qualities of 
supervisors as seen 
by supervisees. Other research conclusions detailed support, 
instruction and interpretation 
(Kennard, Stewart, and Gluck, 1987); mutuality, shared 
participation, and 
interchange of thoughts and feelings (Phillips and Karter, 1984); 
and direct feedback 
(Edelstein and Berler, 1987) as important features for supervisees. 
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From an analysis of both the data-based and conceptual literature there is general 
agreement on the following roles/tasks as seen by supervisees to be central to effective 
supervision: 
- the relationship between supervisors and supervisees 
- evaluation and feedback from supervisors 
- teaching by supervisors 
- the supervisors "style" (interpersonal, teaching, etc. ) 
- personal characteristics of supervisors. 
What we do not know is how these roles are operationalised, indeed we do not know 
if they are included, in actual supervision sessions. It is important to know that what 
supervisees say is important for learning actually takes place within supervision and 
is not simply an articulation of their ideals. 
Carifio and Hess (1987: 248) reviewed research on objectionable supervisory styles 
through analysis of students accounts. They elaborated on the four styles most 
frequently cited as objectionable by supervisees: 
- constrictive (overly restrictive in that a student's use of certain techniques in 
psychotherapy is dogmatically limited). 
- amorphous (students are not provided with sufficient levels of guidance or 
direction). 
- unsupportive (observed when the supervisor is seen as cold, aloof, uncaring, 
or generally hostile). 
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- therapeutic , the most objectionable to supervisees (the focus is on the student 
as the patient and on his or her personality structure during supervisory 
interaction) 
In many ways there is nothing surprising in findings around supervisee perceptions of 
supervision . The characteristics of supervision and of supervisors desired by 
supervisees are more or less what one would expect from any professional 
relationship. The results could easily be applied throughout other professions where 
there is a apprentice-type model of training. It may well be that there are universal 
characteristics of facilitating relationships (and non-facilitating relationships) that are 
as applicable to supervision as to other professions e. g. teaching, medicine, law, 
accountancy. 
In brief, what this section on supervisee perceptions of supervision tells us is about 
their expectations, hopes, and in a sense their ideals about supervision. 
3.5.2. Supervisor Factors 
Study 2 in this dissertation will concentrate on supervisors' perceptions of supervision 
and in particular their understanding of the tasks involved. It seems important to use 
previous research on the supervisor as a comparison for this work. 
Research on the supervisor falls into three categories: 
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3.5.2.1. The Supervisor as Skilled Worker 
Research indicated that supervisors with high levels of facilitative skills helped 
supervisees improve significantly on empathy, positive regard, genuineness and 
concreteness whilst supervisees of supervisors with low level facilitative skills declined 
slightly on the same measures (Pierce and Schauble, 1970,1971; Russell Crimmings, 
and Lent, 1984). Carifio and Hess (1987) in an article entitled, "Who is the Ideal 
Supervisor? " summarise findings and support these supervisor features above. 
Hess (1987a) has pointed out that little has been written about the personalities of 
supervisors or how their theories of counselling affect supervision, or indeed on the 
stages that supervisors go through in their own development. 
in general, there is agreement on the perceived effective characteristics of supervisors 
(as designated by supervisees) and research on the qualities of effective supervisors. 
In brief, good interpersonal skills allied to teaching and facilitative skills seem to be 
the major features for effective supervisors. 
3.5.2.2. Supervisors' Perceptions of Supervision 
Some supervisors see themselves as varying their style according to the developmental 
level of the supervisees (Wiley and Ray, 1986). This does not tally, however, with 
Yogev and Pion, (1984) whose research indicated no changes in supervisory behaviour 
across developmental level. To date there is conflicting evidence around this 
important issue. What is needed is research that will look, "in situ", at what actually 
happens to supervisor interventions with supervisees over time. 
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3.5.2.3. Supervisors' theoretical Orientations 
Beutler and McNabb (1981) found evidence that students move towards the theoretical 
orientation of their supervisors. This was confirmed by Guest and Beutler (1988) who 
followed students over a training year and conducted a follow up study 3-5 years 
after training. These findings support similar research in the counselling/ 
psychotherapy field where clients were seen to move towards the mental health values, 
and probably the moral values, of their therapists (Tjeltveit, 1986). 
These findings have major implications for the supervisor stance vis-a-vis theoretical 
orientation and supervision. If supervisors adopt a strong "counselling-bound" model 
of supervision then, according to these findings, supervisees will move towards 
adoption of that counselling orientation. 
Some research indicated that theoretical orientation becomes less important as 
supervisors become more experienced while less experienced supervisors are more 
divergent consistent with their counselling orientation (Goodyear and Robyak, 1982). 
Holloway et al. (1989) studied supervisory tapes from prominent supervisors and 
even though they found marked similarities in verbal patters also discovered a 
relationship between theoretical orientation and supervisory behaviour. 
There is some evidence that supervisors from different counselling orientations 
emphasise different tasks (teacher, counsellor, consultant) and differ on what they 
focus on within supervision sessions (Goodyear, Abadie and Efros, 1984). 
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In brief, there is evidence that theoretical orientation, especially for less experienced 
supervisors, influences supervisor behaviour resulting in different foci on the content 
of supervision. 
3.6. RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES WITHIN SUPERVISION 
This section will review briefly the research methods used within counselling 
supervision and content analysis as a research methodology within supervision. 
A review of the literature on research methodology within counselling supervision 
(Borders, 1989b; Ellis, Ladany, Krengel, and Schult, 1988; Ellis, 1991; Holloway, 
1984,1992, in press; Robiner and Schofield, 1990, Russell, Crimmings and Lent, 
1984) reveals varied opinions on the present health of investigations. Holloway 
(1992) praises advances within the six years since Russell, Crimmings, and Lent 
(1984) published their review. She is alluding, in particular, to the use of more 
qualitative and content analytic approaches. Bernard and Goodyear (1992) have talked 
about the "healthy forward momentum" (p. 224) within research in supervision. 
Other reviewers (Ellis, 1991; Robiner and Schofield, 1990) are less complimentary 
and catalogue a number of limitations within both the areas of investigation and the 
research methods used. 
What is clear is the lack of a coherent agenda for research and what is needed is a 
more coherent and focused approach which is systematic rather than haphazard. This 
agenda needs to review different research methodologies (particularly the integration 
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of qualitative and quantitative approaches), populations being studied, and methods 
of accessing supervision that move beyond supervisor/supervisee perceptions. 
Part of the problem has been the proliferation of theories, models, styles generated 
from within university settings in the U. S. where research has not kept pace with 
ideas. Nor indeed has the practice of supervision kept abreast of ideas about 
supervision in the U. S. There seems to have been a need to generate models and 
ideas for their own sake, rather than to have them tested either empirically or 
operationally. The history of supervision in Britain has taken a different approach 
where practice has influenced theory (Carroll, 1994; Hawkins and Shohet, 1989; 
Proctor, 1986; Houston, 1990; Page and Wosket, 1994). However, there is little 
research on the emergent theory. 
Ellis (1991) has offered a format for reviewing research methodology within 
supervision, suggesting five misconceptions that occur and recur within the literature. 
He names them as: 
Explicit versus implicit propositions which asks for a clear articulation of the 
propositions being studied. Perhaps one of the reasons why, historically, 
many researchers are "implicit" and vague is the lack of clarity around 
supervision itself. More explicit articulation of the variables, rationale for the 
study, its importance, and its place within the overall field, would help 
advance methods more in keeping with the propositions. 
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2. Theoretical versus atheoretical. Ellis (1991) here is making the point that no 
research is atheoretical, that this should be made explicit in research, and that 
propositions ought to be connected to the theories from which they derive. 
This may need review in allied fields e. g. education, social work, sociology, 
psychology, especially, as with supervision, there is a paucity of research. 
Not to designate the underlying theoretical positions leaves research findings 
open to other explanations. 
3. Scientific rigor versus applied agenda. Ellis suggests that it is diversionary to 
get involved in this artificial division, and that the real issue is the quality of 
the research rather than whether it is "pure" research rather than within the 
practical domain. Under the rubric of "quality" researchers need to attend to 
design, methodology, internal and external validity. 
4. Rival explanations versus uncritical acceptance. The fourth misconception in 
research is the uncritical acceptance of conclusions without looking for 
alternative explanations. In another paper (Ellis et al, 1988), Cook and 
Campbell's (1979) work has been presented as a comprehensive guide to 
building skills for exploring other possible explanations. Cook and Campbell 
offer four categories (threats to inferences): threats to statistical validity, 
internal validity, construct validity, external validity. The inability to look for 
and suggest rival explanations may result in premature acceptance of 
conclusions that in turn may curtail further investigation. 
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5. Empirical validation versus untested adoption. Ellis here calls for scientific 
testing of models, theories, interventions, before they are uncritically adopted 
as workable and usable in the supervision field. Part of the development of 
a model ought to be research on its tenets. Too often models are put forward 
as if they were scientific. 
Whereas Ellis' work is a helpful framework for rethinking the research issues within 
supervision, it may be asking too much from the present state of research within 
supervision, especially in Britain. Not to proceed until research has validated 
conclusions would be impossible at this time. What is needed is more dialogue and 
integration between practitioner-supervisors and research-supervisors. Sometimes this 
is missing, especially within the U. S. where researchers are not always practitioners, 
and do not see themselves as such. Many of Ellis' worries pertain in this setting. In 
Britain almost all supervisors are practitioners and their research questions and 
theories emerge easily from their work. This allows for methods geared towards areas 
of research (rather then research looking for areas to investigate), moves research 
away from the University sectors of training which is the almost exclusive domain of 
supervision research in the U. S., and looks at an area where almost nothing is known 
i. e. supervision for and with qualified counsellors. 
In conclusion, while there is undoubted need for scientific rigour within supervision 
research, it seems that the main question around supervision research is where the 
research questions come from. In this regard it would appear more healthy that such 
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questions, which in turn will be followed by methodologies, best emerge from 
practitioners who formulate models, which in turn can be tested throughout the field. 
3.7. CONTENT ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION SESSIONS 
The vast majority of research in supervision has used quantitative methods and 
experimental design. However, since the 1970s there has been a small, but growing, 
interest in accessing actual supervisory interaction, and with this interest has come an 
acceptance of other research methodologies more appropriate to capturing what is 
happening between participants e. g. discourse analysis (Holloway, 1992), sequential 
analysis (Holloway, 1982; Holloway and Wampold, 1983; Friedlander, Siegel, and 
Brenock, 1989). Holloway and Poulin (in press) have isolated and discussed the 
findings from what they call "microanalytic studies in supervision" i. e. studies that 
analysis the actual happenings within supervision itself by describing supervisory 
events and their relationship to each other. They discuss eleven such studies. 
From their work and from the an analysis of the literature in this area (Holloway, 
1992; Stozier, Kivlighan, and Thoreson, 1993), the studies can be viewed from three 
perspectives: 
a) what is being studied 
b) the methodology used and, 
c) results. 
98 
Here the methodologies will be discussed. 
In the early 1970s there was move to compare and contrast counselling process with 
that of supervision. Encouraged by Rogers' work on facilitative conditions, similar 
measures were applied to supervision (Karr and Geist, 1977; Lambert, 1974, Pierce, 
Carkhuff, and Berenson, 1967; Pierce and Schauble, 1970,1971; Wedeking and 
Scott, 1976). Supervision sessions were taped and rated for levels of empathy, 
genuineness, specificity etc. Karr and Geist (1977) asked supervisees to tape client 
sessions subsequent on their supervision and rated these sessions on the same 
variables. 
In brief, while results have indicated that supervision was different from counselling 
in that it was more of a teaching modality, what these approaches have in common 
is their access to actual supervision sessions, and their coding of sessions to isolate 
particular variables e. g. empathy. 
The 1980s introduced further designs. There was continued access to actual sessions, 
audiotaped or videotaped, and the analysis of discourse continued to find new methods 
for designating what was happening between participants. 
Some researchers have been interested in the "intentions" of supervisors/supervisees 
as outlined by Hill and O'Grady (1985) or adapted forms of this to understand how 
participants think about their experiences in supervision. The most recent example 
of this is the work of Strozier, Kivlighan and Thoreson (1993) who used a single- 
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subject design to examine supervisor intentions and supervisee reactions around the 
process of supervision. Supervision sessions were videotaped over a period of 14 
weeks. Immediately after each session both participants filled in the Session 
Evaluation Questionnaire and then watched the videotape of their session, stopping it 
after each supervisor intervention and recording their feelings and supervisor 
intentions using the Supervisor Intention List and the Supervisee Reaction System. 
Both also used the Helpfulness Rating Scale to assess the helpfulness ofýthe 
supervisor's interventions. All these were done separately. 
Other researchers (Holloway and Wolleat, 1981; Lambert, 1974) have focused on the 
relationship between the actual units of discourse in the supervisory session and have 
investigated whether sequences take place in an orderly fashion. Holloway and 
Poulin (in press) have divided these process into three areas: 
a) base-rate analysis of message categories. Sessions are coded according to pre- 
determined message categories and proportions determined. Results indicate 
proportions and numbers but not interaction or sequence. 
b) base-rate analysis of transitions. Not only are messages determined but the 
relationships and sequences between messages are determined. So Martin et 
al, (1987) used the Penman Observational Coding System (Penman, 1990) to 
related messages to each other e. g. aggress, advise, support, avoid, request. 
Such categories elicit certain responses. Holloway, Freund, Gardner, Nelson, 
Walker (1989) have also used the Penman Code to analyze the discourse of 
five major theorist who recorded supervisory session. 
c) sequential analysis, which allows observers to determine "whether one act 
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follows another more often than one would expect by chance" (Holloway and 
Poulin, in press). This allows researchers to make some statements about 
comparisons across time. Holloway et al. (1989) used sequential analysis to 
find out which messages triggered the use of a category and whether this was 
more than expected by chance. 
From a review of the literature, and in particular Holloway and Poulin's (in press) 
analysis of eleven microanalytic studies, several comments can be made about the 
strengths and weaknesses of such approaches. Undoubtedly, it is a strength to have 
access to actual supervision sessions. However, there is no evidence to indicate how 
gaining that access influences happenings between supervisors and supervisees. Does 
taping a supervision session affect what happens? Secondly, there is difficulty in 
transferring and/or generalising conclusions. Studies tend to be short term, and 
sometimes even single supervision sessions (e. g. the Goodyear tapes, 1982). 
Supervisors and supervisees are at certain developmental levels of expertise, 
experience, ability and whereas transferability may take place within these categories, 
even they are subject to extreme variability. In conclusion, it seems that content 
analysis of supervision sessions has much to offer the field of study. More 
sophisticated methods of analysing supervisory discourse are appearing and give 
promise for the use of further qualitative methods of research in this area. 
Arguments will be made later for the use of qualitative and quantitative research 
approaches to supervision as highly relevant, and use will be made of both approaches 
in these studies. 
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3.8. PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY 
It is clear from numerous reviews in counselling supervision research that we have 
learned a lot, and still have a lot to learn about supervision and its many factors 
(Hansen and Warner, 1971; Hansen, Pound, and Petro, 1976; Hansen, Robins, and 
Grimes, 1982; Holloway, 1987; Holloway, 1992; Kaplan, 1983; Lambert, . 1980; 
Lambert and Arnold, 1987; Russell, Crimmings, and Lent, 1984; Worthington, 
1987). Self-reports from supervisors and supervisees rate high on the research 
agenda: we have clear evidence about what both expect from supervision, as we have 
some conclusions on how they view developmental aspects of supervision. 
However, one of the drawbacks of almost all the research is that it has taken place, 
almost exclusively, within one context, that of the U. S. We do not know how 
applicable the findings there are to other settings, e. g. Britain. The supervision 
traditions in both settings are quite different (Carroll, 1994) with the U. S. moving 
from theory towards practice, and Britain moving from practice towards model- 
building and research. 
A further drawback of supervision research is its inability, to date, to access actual 
supervision sessions as a medium of research. Furthermore, there has been a problem 
in accessing this in an on-going way i. e. taping supervision sessions over extended 
periods of time and analysing the supervisory discourse. 
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Even though there is a movement in some areas of supervision research to use 
qualitative methods (Holloway, 1992, Holloway and Poulin, in press) by and large 
the bulk of studies depend on experimental design. While such approaches give us 
general data, they do not access actual supervision sessions and fail to register the 
supervisory work of individuals or the moment-to-moment transactions within 
supervision. 
Furthermore, though there is extensive literature on supervisors' perceptions of their 
roles/tasks (Holloway, 1992), most of these perceptions have been gained through 
questionnaires. We know very little of how supervisors differentiate between the 
terms used within supervision and strong agreement on the use of "teaching" within 
supervision tells us little of what "teaching" actually means to different supervisors, 
and indeed, if they "teach" in similar or different ways. There is need for in-depth 
analyses of how supervisors understand the terms they use, how they operationalise 
the tasks in which they say they are involved, and what influences their choice of 
supervisory interventions. 
This research intends to redress the balance on all these fronts. Three studies have 
are outlined: 
First of all, self-reports from supervisees will be used to understand 
conceptions of the expectations of supervision within British supervisees. A 
longitudinal survey will be employed to see if supervisees' perceptions and 
expectations change over time. This will allow some comparison with findings 
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in the U. S. 
2. Secondly, supervision sessions will be used, over time, as a focus to 
investigate the roles/tasks used. This focus should allow some discussion 
around the validity of developmental models of supervision particularly in 
whether or not supervisors adapt their supervision to the changing needs of 
supervisees. Coding actual supervisory sessions will enable insights into 
whether or not supervisors actually change (rather than say they change) 
supervisory tasks. This will be one of the values of the present research, in 
reviewing the proportion of time spend on different tasks, and in reviewing 
how flexible supervisors are in moving within and across tasks. 
There are contradictions within the research on supervisors with some studies 
suggesting supervisors change and adapt as the supervisee changes (Wiley and 
Ray, 1986) while others indicate that supervisors do not change over the 
course of their work with supervisees(Yogev and Pion, 1984). The second 
study in this dissertation addresses this issue, not by asking supervisors, but 
by analysing taped-sessions of supervision to see if the tasks actually change 
over a course of time. This is the first study, as far as I can ascertain, that 
codes supervision tasks as a method of enumerating what tasks are being 
used, and if those tasks change over time. 
We already know that supervisors insist that they change their supervisory 
tasks as they work with supervisees. But does it happen in reality? This 
dissertation will answer that question. Since this is the first time generic tasks 
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of supervision have been isolated, results will contribute to our understanding 
of supervisees perceptions of those tasks and their views on how they change, 
and indeed how they prioritise the tasks. 
Most of the studies involving supervisors are self-reports indicating what 
supervisors say they do in supervision. We have little evidence of what roles 
supervisors adopt, what tasks they are engaged in with supervisees, how and 
when they change roles/tasks, if they do, and why, who initiates different 
tasks, and whether supervisors change behaviours with supervisees as the latter 
become more experienced. 
This research will use taped supervisory session to access what tasks and roles 
are being adopted by supervisors, and will analyze whether or not these tasks 
change over time. 
3. Thirdly, interviews will he completed to access supervisor understandings of 
what they mean by the words they use to describe supervision and how they 
view the different tasks of supervision. Furthermore, they will be asked to 
indicate how they operationalise tasks. 
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CONCLUSION 
This chapter has reviewed the research studies specially into and around the roles/tasks 
of supervision as well as research methods in supervision. It has indicated what we 
know from the literature, and also what we do not know as a basis for the present 
research studies. 
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CHAPTER 4 INTRODUCTION TO THIS RESEARCH 
Chapter 4 will present the research areas chosen for the present study, looking at the 
research methodologies appropriate to examining the research questions. The chapter 
will conclude with an overview of the three studies. 
4.1. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Strauss and Corbin (1990) have suggested a number of sources from which research 
questions arise, two of which are applicable to the development of the research 
questions in this dissertation: a) the, technical literature, and b) personal and 
professional experience. The academic and research literature had a strong effect on 
devising research questions (Chapter 1). A reading of the literature revealed few 
works on the tasks within counselling supervision, at the same time suggesting that 
there may well be generic tasks underlying different models. This set up a curiosity 
that was also centred in my own personal and professional life. I had been supervised 
for my counselling work for a number of years, and in recent times have had an 
increasing amount of my time given to supervising the counselling work of others, 
both counselling trainees and qualified counsellors. Furthermore, for approximately 
three years I had been training counselling supervisors towards a two-year diploma 
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in supervision. These three sets of personal and professional experiences had raised 
a number of questions that crystallised around whether or not there were generic tasks 
of supervision that could guide supervisory dyads in their work together, could be 
used as training foundations for supervisors (even performance indicators), and could 
be helpful to supervisors as they monitored their own work. 
The question underlying the research centred around the existence of generic tasks of 
supervision i. e. core-tasks or sets of tasks that applied across supervision models. Do 
such tasks exist? Do they change over the course of supervision? How are they 
engaged in by both supervisor and supervisee? 
To answer this main question it was decided to examine three main elements or 
perspectives in supervision: the supervisee, the supervisor, and the supervisory 
session, with the generic tasks as the focus of all three studies. More specifically, the 
three areas were: 
1. supervisee expectations of supervision 
2. what do supervisor and supervisee actually dQ in supervision? 
3. how do supervisors view their tasks. 
Rather than attempt to do one large study, and focus too specifically, the decision was 
made to set up three independent studies each centred on one of the areas above. 
What they would have in common is their investigation of the generic tasks, but they 
would examine tasks from three different perspectives: that of supervisees, that of 
supervisors, that of supervisory sessions. 
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As in most research, methodology here follows the research questions and appropriate 
methods are designed to capture the framing of the questions (Heppner, Kivlighan, 
and Wampold, 1992). Below are descriptions of research methods that were utilized 
to examine the foci of all three studies. 
4.2 STUDY 1 
The first study investigated supervisees' expectations of supervision and how those 
expectations might change over time.. The emphasis in this study was on 
"expectations" of supervision i. e. what supervisees anticipated would happen. It was 
not primarily a survey of their supervisory "needs". Since most counsellor training 
courses include supervision as a required component of the course, it was seen as 
advisable to gain as wide a selection as possible. Hence a questionnaire was 
considered appropriate to collect relevant data to examine the research question. It 
was envisaged that a large number of trainee counsellors would be used and data 
needed to be collected over time. A questionnaire using the seven tasks of supervision 
was devised and administered three times (see chapter 5 for the creation and 
application of the Questionnaire). 
Study 1" Research Questions: 
Two broad research questions were formulated. 
What are supervisees' initial expectations of the seven tasks of supervision and do 
these expectations change over time? 
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How do supervisees rank-order the importance of the seven tasks of supervision for 
themselves and for their supervisors? Does this ranking change over time? 
4.3. STUDY 2 
The second area of study within supervision concentrated on what actually hap=, 
rather than what is reported, within supervisory sessions. If such sessions could be 
coded to designate tasks, then it would be possible to study how often tasks were 
being used and whether or not supervision tasks changed over time. 
A research methodology suitable to coding the dialogue between supervisor and 
supervisee was seen as the best method of accessing the tasks of supervision within 
actual supervision sessions. With this . 
in mind, the research literature on 
methodologies around discourse analysis was studied. 
Counselling supervision, like counselling, is a "form of conversational interaction" 
(Labov and Fanshel, 1977). People meet, talk, share and define themselves within 
roles (supervisor/supervisee). The supervisory session is itself a "communicative 
event" (supervisor and supervisee talking) about another "communicative event" (the 
session between the supervisee and the client). 
Language is the medium through which supervision takes place, what Shapiro (1979), 
in talking about psychotherapy, referred to as "the contact between two people who 
are involved in transferring a series of speech acts" (p. 152). Labov and Fanshel 
(1977) recommended staying with the words as the best method for understanding 
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what is happening in the interaction. They view this as a way of accessing what 
are taking place through language, and see language as the speech acts that 
define interactions along a number of dimensions e. g. power and solidarity. For them 
words are not just symbolic conveyers of meaning, they are also actions performed 
by speakers. Words include the behaviours and the intentions. Analysis of the words 
should contain the meaning, the intention, and the behaviour, as well as the social and 
interpersonal actions taking place. Analyzing supervisory discourse was seen as one 
way of isolating the tasks being performed by supervisory dyads since "utterances 
perform social acts" (Coulthard, 1977: 9). 
4.3.1 Discourse Analysis 
Discourse analysis could hardly be seen to constitute a univocal concept (Burman and 
Parker, 1993; Potter and Wetherell, 1987; Robson, 1993). Coyle (1994) points out 
that not only does it not fit within a unity framework but that "the term has been 
applied to diverse analytic approaches ... sometimes downright hostile to each other" 
(p. 1), and Potter and Wetherell (1987) have surmised that two books on discourse 
analysis could be written with "no overlap in content at all" (p. 6). Covering a wide 
domain (conversation analysis, ethnomethodology, linguistic analysis etc), there are 
still few agreed upon procedures for gaining, organising, or conceptualising data. 
The study of discourse within psychology came into prominence in the 1960s 
(Garfinkel, 1967). Discourse analysis followed closely behind (Coulthard, 1977). 
Coulthard divided the study of human communication into three levels: a) meaning 
(the use of discourse), b) syntax (form), and c) substance (phonology). His 
consideration of speech as a way of performing social action was a precursor of the 
application of discourse analysis to social psychology. The 1987 publication of Potter 
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and Wetherell's book Discourse and Social Psychology" was seminal in viewing 
language as not simply the medium for "inner realities" but as ways of constructing 
psychological truth. Rather than being the vehicle that transfers truth, language can 
be seen as a method of systematising, coding, and categorising reality; "discourse 
analysis deliberately systematises different ways of talking so that we can understand 
them better" (Parker, 1992: 5). Studying the language, the text, the repertoires 
(Potter and Wetherall, 1987), the discourses , the practical ideologies (all terms given 
to the subject for investigation) can take many forms: 
- conversation analysis (studying the "rules which describe and govern ordinary 
talk" (Edwards and Potter, 1992: 91) 
- grounded theory (to derive theory from linguistic data) 
- ethnomethodology (studying the methodologies used by different groups of 
people to make sense of their world) 
- ethnography (investigating culture in situ) 
- naturalistic inquiry (research without manipulation of variables) 
- content analysis (analyzing the actual meaning of words) 
_ micro-sociological approaches (how meanings are negotiated with small-scale 
interactions (Smith, 1993) 
- linguistic analysis (analyzing any aspect of language) 
- hermeneutics (interpreting meaning by considering the conditions which 
produce it) 
- protocol analysis (a method of analyzing examples given by participants) 
- ethogenics (participants accounts of their actions) 
- semiotics (the study of language as a science of signs) 
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What all these approaches have in common is there interest in discourse, language, 
communication, linguistics, and each has different ways of analysing that discourse 
(Burman and Parker, 1993; Coyle, 1994; Edwards and Potter, 1992; Henwood and 
Pidgeon, 1993; Parker, 1992; Potter and Wetherell, 1987; Reason and Rowan, 1981; 
Reason, 1988; Shotter and Gergen, 1989; Smith, 1993; ). 
It is difficult to summarise what is happening in the field of linguistic analysis for two 
reasons. First of all the study of language covers many professions. Starting with 
linguistic philosophy which attempts to analyze the relationship between knowledge 
and language and is exemplified in the works of Wittgenstein (1953) and Austin 
(1962), the investigation of language has been used in sociology, anthropology, 
philosophy, not to mention its centrality in the field of literary criticism. Secondly, 
and more important from our perspective here, it is often difficult to distinguish 
between what is a theoretical approach to the study of language (e. g. phenomenology 
(Bullington and Karlsson's (1984) article entitled, Introduction to phenomenological 
psychological research), what is a methodology for gathering information (e. g. 
ethnomethodology or ethnography), and what is a method of data analysis (e. g, 
content analysis, conversation analysis, discourse analysis). Even within the these 
three categories, theory, data collection, data analysis, there are a variety of 
approaches e. g. in content analysis categories are defined and a frequency count taken 
whereas conversation analysis is not interested in the content of language but attempts 
to isolate the rules underlying conversations (Edwards and Potter, 1992). 
Two strands (Smith, 1993) illustrate the two main approaches to language analysis: 
that of concentration on the content of the discourse, and that of emphasis on the 
process of language. 
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Analysing discourse is far from simple. Parker (1992) has outlined seven criteria for 
distinguishing discourse and twenty (20) steps in discourse analysis. Potter and 
Wetherall (1987) have designated ten stages in the analysis of discourse. Parker and 
Burman (1993) have depicted thirty-two (32) problems with discourse analysis. 
Strauss and Corbin (1990) suggest methods of coding texts. Even agreement on what 
is a "text" ends up in some disarray. Parker (1992) has few limits on what can 
become a suitable text for discourse analysis; 
"all of the world when it has become a world understood by us, and 
so given meaning by us, can be described as `being textual' (p. 7). 
What are the implications for research methodologies in this dissertation? 
Study 2 will code and analyze the discourse between supervisor and supervisee as it 
takes place within supervision sessions. Analyzing supervisory sessions monitors what 
actually happens in a session. The research is not reliant solely on post-hoc 
impressions or memories but accesses the session directly. An external, objective 
coding can be applied that is independent of supervisor and/or supervisee responses. 
Content analysis (what Robson (1993: 272) calls "documentary analysis") which 
concentrates on the meaning of the text will be used. The major task in this analysis 
is to identify what tasks are being performed by both participants as reflected in their 
language. The "linguistic organisation" is what will reveal the underlying task. Even 
though a small number of supervisory dyads will be used there is justification for 
making some generalisations. Pilgrim (1990) has connected individual accounts to 
common factors, 
"Accounts are only seemingly individualistic because, provided that 
they are situated or contextualised, they, or their narrators, can be used 
as paradigms or prototypes, which can be used through interpretation, 
to uncover common discursive and organisational aspects of a shared 
social reality" (p. 187). 
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The analysis of supervisory transcripts involve both content analysis and discourse 
analysis. While looking for the content of the texts, and in particular how the content 
designates supervisory tasks, analyzing the texts will also look to the context of the 
texts as underlying the intentions (and/or the social actions) of the participants. 
What proportion of supervisory utterances focus on each of the seven tasks of 
supervision? Do these change over time? 
4.4. STUDY 3 
The third study around the seven generic tasks investigated how supervisors 
understood and implemented these tasks. To access the nuances of meaning within 
supervision, an interview methodology was reviewed. Interviews could be see as 
attempts to get close to the "meanings" underlying what supervisors intended by the 
words they used to describe what they did in supervision. It was expected that this 
attempt to express their views on supervision would be laced with inconsistency, 
doubt, reflection, etc. because of the newness of the discipline within counselling in 
Britain. However, the methodology would pick up how participants understood 
supervision without forcing them into a structural assessment based on a priori 
assumptions. Since supervision, to some degree, is still an amorphous, ambiguous 
process, this research method might well maximise the chances of uncovering new 
phenomena or processes that could prove helpful in the ongoing debate on 
supervision. 
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This research method, interviewing, needs some rationale, especially in the light of 
criticism made that such data can be seen to be "subjective, anecdotal, 
impressionistic" (Parlett and Hamilton. 1978). Patton and Jackson's (1991) assertion 
that "the critical problem facing counseling researchers is finding scientific paradigms 
that are suitable for studying counseling phenomena " (p. 214) is as applicable to 
clinical supervision as it is to counselling. So are comments made by Pilgrim (1990) 
who sets out to look at the limits of a psychological approach to researching 
psychotherapy in Britain. He points out that quantitative methods of research can take 
the researcher so far, "but at some stage a living sense of therapy-in-action can only 
be illuminated by alternative research strategies" (p. 183). Supervision-in-action may 
well need such strategies. 
The interview method used with subjects was intended as a way of "illuminating" 
what is happening in the field of supervision in a more particular sense than would 
happen were questionnaires to be used. It is an attempt to get to the "meaning" that 
supervision has for the participants. The meanings of words could be investigated in 
interviews and this was seen as important in an arena where words are still used in 
an individualistic rather than an agreed way (Carroll, 1988). Furthermore, the 
meanings of different tasks could be outlined more clearly and the relationship 
between theory and practice delineated from individual perspectives. Marshall and 
Rossman (1989) viewed this approach as one "that values participants' perspectives 
on their worlds and seeks to discover those perspectives, that views inquiry as an 
interactive process between the researcher and the participants, and that is primarily 
descriptive and relies on people's words as the primary data" (p. 11). 
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Herbert (l 990) has pointed out that qualitative approaches will be of more value to 
psychotherapy/counselling research because these areas, are more "subtle and language 
based" (p. 33). One value of interviewing approaches for counselling/psychotherapy 
supervision is the sensitivity of supervisors to having their work reviewed. 
Supervision in Britain is still at a very early stage in its development. It is only 
recently (1988) that the British Association for Counselling formulated a Code of 
Ethics for Supervisors and an accreditation scheme for supervisors. Training in 
supervising is relatively new. Supervision, unlike counselling and psychotherapy, is 
an inherited role or task with many supervisors engaged in it without formal training. 
Beardsley, Riggar, and Hafer (1984) traced the recruitment process in human services 
and found that "administrators are drawn from practitioner levels ... have 
little formal 
training in administration prior to assuming their first management position ... and the 
average length of time post-graduation before this group of graduates began fulfilling 
managerial roles was 14.25 months" (p. 56 -57). This accounts for the difficulty in 
getting individuals to tape supervisory sessions. 
The interview is seen as "the essential research technique for socially and personally 
sensitive subject matters ... in order to try to counter the problem of overclaiming (the 
individual interview should be the technique with which to reach the private face ... 
for complex decision-making processes ... for alerting the researcher to the 'truth' of 
various attitudinal responses" (Burns, 1989: pp. 47 - 50). Supervision and how it 
is practised is still a sensitive area, especially for supervisors, and one that involves 
highly complex decision making processes. Little work has been done comparing 
what takes place in supervision with what supervisors say they do. Even precise 
questions would lead to evasive answers since supervisors are vigilant about what they 
do and sensitive to having inherited the role of supervisor. An open interview allows 
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participants to look at alternative perspectives and explore other ways of theorising 
and operationalising supervision. 
Patton (1990) emphasised that qualitative methods of research are not appropriate for 
all evaluation or action research questions, but indicated that they are particularly 
powerful in areas where process is the focus of the research. Process issues are a 
large part of this research: such issues demand detail, explanation, description and the 
perceptions of individuals are highly important. Herbert (1990) detailed the advantages 
and disadvantages of using interviews. The advantages allow comparison amongst 
interviewees on core questions while continuing to allow spontaneous issues to 
emerge, the disadvantages centre around the interviewers ability to remain unbiased 
throughout. He has suggested recording the interviews and utilising outside 
interpreters (including the interviewees) to cross-check the material. 
Grounded theory (Henwood and Pidgeon, 1993; Strauss and Corbin, 1990) was 
chosen as the method best suited to analyzing the data in the interviews. Transcripts 
were arranged subsequently into seven main categories using Open Coding (Strauss 
and Corbin, 1990). In Open Coding the analyst seeks to identify and develop 
concepts, i. e. "labels placed on discrete happenings, events, and other instances of 
phenomena" (Strauss and Corbin, 1990: 61). These concepts are then gathered into 
categones. 
4.4.1 Subjects 
The choice of subjects was seen as crucial to the study. A random selection of new 
or experienced supervisors from around England, Scotland and Wales was felt to leave 
too many variables unaccounted for and would result in little generalisability from the 
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study. Supervisors come from different backgrounds, some have little or no training 
for the role of supervisor whilst others have had formal supervision training. There 
are no qualifications in supervision from established institutes in Britain. Supervisors 
have little in common except the title of supervisor and often that is an inherited title 
rather than one into which they have been trained. The one group that had something 
definite in common was a small group of supervisors who had been accredited by the 
British Association for Counselling (BAC). The BAC set up a system for accrediting 
counselling/psychotherapy supervisors in 1988. To my knowledge it is the only 
public, recognised body that does so. The system is less than 3 years old and to date 
(Autumn, 1991) there are only 27 accredited supervisors. Enclosed in the appendix 
is the format for such accreditation (Appendix 10). 
This group of individuals have had to write up their understanding of supervision, the 
philosophy on which it is based and their model of working with supervisees. They 
have had to tape supervisory sessions and submit them for evaluation. It was 
considered that they would be one of the most articulate groups on supervision in 
Britain. Their knowledge of theory and methods of practice has been adjudicated to 
have reached a standard laid down by one professional body. 
How do supervisors perceive the tasks of supervision and how do they implement 
these tasks with supervisees? 
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4.5. AN OVERVIEW OF THE THREE STUDIES 
Fig 4.1. provides an overview of the three studies: 
Overview of the Three Studies 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 
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Fig. 4.1 
Qualitative and quantitative research methodologies have been adopted to examine the 
supervisory questions, quantitative (through questionnaire); qualitative (through 
in-depth interviews and through content analysis of taped supervision sessions). There 
are several reasons why these approaches were seen to be appropriate. Marshall and 
Rossman (1989) pointed out that "paradoxically .... dissertation research is intended 
to provide an opportunity for becoming competent" (p. 13). This research is a way 
of learning about research methodology applicable to counselling supervision, of 
testing qualitative research in the field and of evaluating its contribution to researching 
supervision. It is experimental insofar as the researcher is learning qualitative 
methods through reading and doing, and hopefully "becoming competent.. Utilizing 
a number of approaches allows some comparison across them. Will they realise 
similar or contradictory data and will this be in any way due to the methodology 
used? There is some disagreement amongst researchers with backgrounds in either 
qualitative or quantitative research methods about the advantages and disadvantages 
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of their own, and others' approaches (Gelso, 1991; Patton and Jackson, 1991; 
Strong, 1991). Patton (1990) reviewed the "competing inquiry paradigms" and the 
two main stances of logical positivism and phenomenological approaches, and declared 
that he is not a proponent of the "versus" school i. e. that they must be in contention, 
preferring pragmatism. He cited "situational responsiveness and attention to 
methodological appropriateness" (p. 38) as the deciding force in which paradigm to 
use. 
Patton (1990) introduced "triangulation" as a way of strengthening a research study. 
Methodological triangulation combines a number of research approaches within the 
one study. Defined broadly as, "the combination of methodologies in the study of the 
same phenomena" (Denzin 1978: 291), the name itself is taken from land surveying 
in which having a number of landmarks allows easier access to given points. Using 
a number of methods can decrease the possibility of error, can provide further validity 
checks and "weaknesses in one strategy can be compensated for by the strengths of 
a complimentary one" (Marshall and Rossman, 1989: 103). Jick (1979) sees it as a 
"cross-validation" strategy and has suggested that it can contribute to a more holistic 
view of what is being studied. Triangulation took place in two ways. Even thought 
the three studies are independent, they are all concerned with the same area: the tasks 
of supervision. It will be possible to look across the studies and see if connections, 
comparisons, differences emerge. Triangulation is also used within one of the 
studies, the analysis of supervision sessions. Even though a coding qualitative 
methodology will place the discourse within tasks, a quantitative method will tally the 
percentages and proportions within tasks across time, and across supervisory dyads, 
thus entailing "the quantification of qualitative measures" (Dick, 1979: 603). 
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Three research studies around the same area, the generic tasks of supervision, allows 
entrance to the subject from a variety of vantage-points. This allows for a fuller 
picture of whether or not there is substance in designating such tasks, and how they 
may be understood and operationalised amongst supervisors and supervisees. 
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY 1: SUPERVISEE EXPECTATIONS 
5.1 INTRODUCTION: RESEARCH DESIGN 
This is a descriptive study which surveys counselling trainees' perceptions of the tasks 
of supervision through a questionnaire over three administrations. Factor analysis of 
the questionnaire was used to identify underlying dimensions in supervisees' rates 
of their expectations about what would happen in supervisory sessions. Supervisees' 
=k-ordering of the importance of supervisory tasks was also examined, and how it 
changed over time. 
5.2. SPECIFIC RESEARCH AIMS 
There are three specific research aims: 
5.2.1. To describe the rank order of importance of the seven tasks of 
supervision as designated by supervisee for a) the supervisees 
themselves and b) for their supervisors, and to describe how this rank- 
order changes over time, across the three administrations of the 
Questionnaire. 
5.2.2. To investigate supervisees' ratings of their expectations of the seven 
tasks of supervision, and how they will change over the three 
administrations of the Questionnaire. 
5.2.3. To describe the factor of the Questionnaire and how it relates to the 
seven tasks of supervision. 
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5.3. PARTICIPANTS 
Participants were counsellors-in-training from either Masters or Diploma level training 
courses. 
Letters were sent to 7 directors of counselling programmes at Masters level throughout 
Britain outlining the purpose of the research and asking their cooperation in accessing 
their students. All Masters courses in Counselling, Psychotherapy, Counselling 
Psychology were contacted. At this time (1988) in Britain there were seven 
designated courses at Masters level. It was decided to supplement the numbers by 
adding a small number of two-year Diploma courses. Four courses were written to 
and all directors agreed to take part. A final one-year Diploma course was included 
because of its accessibility. 
Of all the courses contacted, only one Masters course did not participate. The 
Director suggested he would consult with the students and pass on the names of those 
willing to take part. He never replied and a follow up letter got no reply. All other 
Directors participated. 
In the 1st. Administration of the Questionnaire there were 46 men (23.19) and 150 
women (75.4%) with an overall average age was 40.1 years, a range of 22 -68, and 
a standard deviation of 8.6.105 participants were on Masters courses, 49 on two- 
year Diploma courses, and 45 on a one-year Diploma Course. 79 (15.4) expected to 
be in individual supervision, 144 (28 %) expected to be in group supervision, with 32 
(6.2%) expecting to be in both. 
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Since students were at different stages in their counselling training when they 
completed different administrations of the Questionnaire (e. g. some were at the 
beginning of Year 1, others at the beginning of Year 2) their questionnaire data was 
placed in the appropriate category. For example, respondents beginning Year 2 who 
filled in Administration 1 were placed in Administration 2 for data analysis. Some 
students filled in the Questionnaire only twice: theirs was either a one year course or 
they were beginning Year 2 of their training when contacted to fill in the 
Questionnaire. The differing numbers at the three administrations is explained by the 
fact that individual students joined the survey at different times, as well as differential 
compliance across administrations. 
5.4. PROCEDURES 
Letters were sent to 7 directors of counselling programmes at Masters level throughout 
Britain outlining the purpose of the research and asking their cooperation in accessing 
their students. Two methods were suggested as ways of student participation: the 
Director could pass on names to the researcher and he would put the name on the 
questionnaire envelope or the Director would put names against a Coded list sent by 
the researcher and address the envelope according to the code. The former meant less 
work for the Director of the programme; the latter meant anonymity as the researcher 
never knew the names of participants. All chose the latter. The drawback of this 
approach meant that there was no direct access to students and all correspondence with 
them took place through Directors of the course. Follow-up letter and telephone 
conversations encouraging further replies were dependent on Directors passing 
messages on to the students. 
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The letter and instructions to supervisees (Appendix 1) pointed out that the study was 
longitudinal and that they would be asked to fill in the questionnaire a number of 
times. It explained the purpose of the study, the amount of time required to fill in 
the questionnaire, and pointed out that confidentiality meant that data would be 
summarised and that in no way would supervisors or directors of courses would see 
the answer sheets. It explained what "expectations" meant and encourages 
supervisees to take part in the study by empathising with their busy schedules and the 
importance of the research. 
Since all correspondence was with the Directors of the counselling courses and not 
with students themselves there was never certainty that the follow up contact by 
telephone and letter (one month after the envelopes were sent to the Directors) was 
passed on to the student-participants. Questionnaires were sent to 6 courses at 
Masters level (2 years), 4 two-year courses leading to a Diploma, and 1 one-year 
course leading to a Diploma. 
5.5. MEASURES 
5.5.1. Designing the Questi 
An "Expectations of Supervision" questionnaire was designed around the seven tasks 
of supervision. There were three parts to the overall questionnaire. 
1. Part one (which had two sections) was called the "Expectations of Supervision 
Questionnaire" and based on the format of Tinsley's Expectations About Counseling 
Questionnaire (Tinsley, Workman, and Kass, 1980). Permission was granted from 
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Professor Tinsley to use the questionnaire idea and format. Several other supervision 
and counselling questionnaires were consulted to review examples of questions used 
within the seven tasks (Borders and Leddick, 1987; Friedlander and Ward, 1984; 
Heppner and Roehlke, 1984; Oetting/Michaels Anchored Ratings Scales for 
Therapists, 1983). Questions within each of the seven tasks were placed in two 
sections, a) In supervision I expect to ..., and b) I expect my supervisor to ... The 
result was a questionnaire of 132 items. After an initial attempt to have the same 
number of items under each category (maximum of ten) this was abandoned. Some 
of the items did not lend themselves to many questions (e. g. the administrative task 
or monitoring. the professional/ethical task) whilst others reflected many ways of 
working (e. g. the teaching task or the relationship task). 
The first draft of the questionnaire was sent to 10 supervisees, to a statistician to 
check the statistical implications, and to two professors of counselling psychology in 
University settings in the U. S. A. who had themselves designed and published in the 
area of supervision. They were asked to fill in the questionnaire and give feedback 
on questions that were unclear or where there was duplication. They were also asked 
to time themselves filling in the full questionnaire. 
First reactions to the questionnaire indicated a number of limitations: it was too long 
and therefore offputting for respondents, a sizable number of the items were unclear 
either in what they were asking or in providing potentially different interpretations of 
the words, and the administrative task was particularly difficult to formulate. About 
a third of the statements were dropped, either because they did not enter easily into 
the categories or were unclear or ambiguous. 
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A second draft was prepared and followed a similar pattern of consultation. This time 
it was piloted with 10 supervisees who were asked to comment on questions that were 
unclear or ambiguous, determine the amount of time taken, and include any comments 
to help the questionnaire in its major purpose. 
A number of questions were revised and reformulated and the final format attained 
(Appendix 1). 
There were 92 statements in the first part of the questionnaire with 45 on expectations 
of supervision (Section 1) and 47 on expectations of a student's Supervisor (Section 
2). These 92 statements encompassed the seven generic tasks of supervision 
(Appendix 2: Assignment of Items to Scales). 
Table 5.1 presents the number of items under each task and within each section of the 
Questionnaire. 
In supervision II expect my supervisor 
expect to .... to .... 
Supervisory relationship 88 
Teaching 9 10 
Process Consultation 77 
Counselling 66 
Professional/Ethical 56 
Evaluation 66 
Administration 44 
Total 45 47 
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The statements on expectations of supervision were assigned randomly to numbers I 
- 45 and those on expectations of the student's supervisor were assigned randomly to 
numbers 46 - 92. 
Respondents were asked to answer each statement on a seven point scale from 
"Definitely true" to "Definitely untrue" (Points on the scale were: 
1= Definitely True; 2= Probably True; 3= Possibly True; 4= Unsure; 
5= Possibly untrue; 6= Probably Untrue; 7= Definitely Untrue). 
Each student filled in the questionnaire three times: a) soon after he/she has begun 
supervision (i. e. within the first month), b) at the end of the first training year 
c) at the end of the second training year. 
2. The Second Part of the Questionnaire asked participants to rank order the 
importance of the seven generic tasks of supervision as perceived by themselves and 
as they imagined their supervisor would rank them (Appendix 1). 
3. Part Three consisted of the final page of the questionnaire and asked participants 
for factual data on themselves and their training in counselling (see Appendix 1). 
Areas covered were: age, gender, length of training course, type of supervision, 
whether or not they had been supervised before, and their training in counselling. The 
final page was changed in Administrations 2 and 3 of the Questionnaire, asking 
respondents to rate their experience of supervision (on a scale of one to ten, where 
one was excellent and ten was extremely poor), to rate their supervisor (on a scale 
similar to that for supervision), and to rate themselves as fully-functioning counsellors 
(on a scale of one to ten, where one represented a beginner, five moderately fully 
functioning counsellor/psychotherapist, and 10 a mature counsellor/psychotherapist). 
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5.5.2 Test Reliability of Part i 
Estimates of internal consistency using SPSS PC were calculated for the two Sections 
of the Questionnaire (Section 1: Questions 1- 45. and Section 2: Questions 46 - 92) 
and also for the two sections combined. Alpha coefficients were as follows: Section 
1: . 84; Section 2: . 86 and, Combined . 91. 
Both the overall scale and the two subscales are reliable above the cut-off point of . 7, 
which is normally accepted as the criterion for research purposes (Nunnally, 1978). 
Estimates were also conducted on the seven tasks. Alphas are presented in Table 
5.2.: 
Alpha 
Task 1: Relationship: 
a) Supervision . 57 b) Supervisor . 49 
Task 2: Teaching: 
a) Supervision . 49 b) Supervisor . 
68 
Task 3: Consultation: 
a) Supervision . 60 b) Supervisor . 49 
Task 4: Counselling: 
a) Supervision . 
64 
b) Supervisor . 
60 
Task 5: Prof. /Ethical: 
a) Supervision . 
31 
b) Supervisor . 71 
Task 6: Evaluation: 
a) Supervision . 38 b) Supervisor . 54 
Task 7: Administration 
a) Supervision . 51 
b) Supervisor . 57 
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Some of these scores are quite low even though the overall alpha coefficient was very high. This 
could be due to the small number of items within each section, e. g. both sections of the 
administration task have only four items, with five items in the professional/ethical first section. 
It could also mean that items in the questionnaire are not clear and need reformulation. Further 
use of the questionnaire would require adaption to increase internal consistency in some of tasks. 
A test/retest reliability check was administered to 23 participants two weeks after they filled in 
the second administration of the questionnaire. The questions were randomly re-ordered on the 
questionnaire (Appendix 4). All twenty-three respondents were from the same college. The 
test/retest correlation between total scores on the two sections was . 91. Correlations were also 
calculated for each of the seven tasks, all proving significant. The test/retest correlations across 
the seven tasks are presented in Table 5.3. 
Table 5.3. Correlations on the Seven Generic tasks of Supervision on the 
Test/Retest Reliability Check. 
Correlation Significance 
Task 1: Relationship: 
a) Supervision . 71 p <. 000 
b) Supervisor . 78 p<. 001 
Task 2: Teaching: 
a) Supervision . 78 P<. 001 
b) Supervisor . 86 P<. 001 
Task 3: Consultation: 
a) Supervision . 52 p< . 01 b) Supervisor . 
84 P<. 001 
Task 4: Counselling: 
a) Supervision . 63 p<. 001 
b) Supervisor . 
84 P<. 001 
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Task 5: Prof. /Ethical: 
a) Supervision 
b) Supervisor 
Task 6: Evaluation: 
a) Supervision 
b) Supervisor 
Task 7: Administration 
a) Supervision 
b) Supervisor 
. 51 p <. O1 
. 70 p< . 01 
. 47 p <. 02 
. 80 p<. 001 
. 64 p<. 001 
. 74 p<. 001 
Table 5.3 
Even though a few of these correlations are low, they are all significant indicating that the 
Questionnaire and its subsections are reliable on the test/retest reliability check. Caution is 
required in using some sections of the questionnaire especially the evaluation, professional/ethics 
and consultation tasks (Supervision). Furthermore, there is no way of knowing if supervision 
sessions between the test/retest administrations affected the completion of the retest questionnaire. 
5.5.3. Principal Components Analysis of Part 1 
Principle component analyses were performed to review the factor structure underlying the 
correlations. Since there were not enough subjects for factor analysis on all the questions of Part 
1, and since each section of the Questionnaire was distinct, it was decided to do factor analysis 
on each section separately. 
10 factors had eigenvalues greater than 1.0 in Section 1 and 12 factors in Section 2. The scree 
plot showed breaks after four factors on each section. 
Factor analysis using oblique (OBLIMIN) rotations subsequently were conducted on solutions 
between three and seven factors. Oblimin rotations were used rather than orthogonal because 
it tends to be more empirical, maximises differences and makes least assumptions of the data. 
131(A) 
It also allows for a factor correlation. In both sections of the Questionnaire the three factor 
solution was the most interpretable. 
5.5.3.1. SECTION ONE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
The three factors accounted for 29.2 % of the variance (Factor 1: 15.6 %, factor 2: 7.5 %, and 
factor 3,6.1 %). The oblimin converged in 17 iterations. This is quite low and future 
administrations of the questionnaire will need to review questionnaire items with the aim of 
increasing the variance. 
A number of questions were eliminated: those that "loaded closely" on a number of factors, 
those that were not scored on the pattern matrix, and those that failed to load at the . 
25 level. 
More specifically, factors were considered to "load closely" when a) they loaded on three factors 
where any one value was not greater than the sum of the other two or b) they loaded on two 
factors where the difference in values was less than . 10). In all, 10 questions were eliminated 
from the part one of the questionnaire. 
The original questionnaire had 45 items divided into seven predetermined categories (tasks of 
supervision). The three factors were very close to three of those original categories and the 
original names were used (Consultation, Teaching, and Counselling). 
132 
Table 5.4. presents the factor loadings (with means and standard deviation) for the 
items comprising the three factors in Section 1 of the Questionnaire: 
Scales Mean S. D. 
1 2 3 
Faote 1: Camulurion 
23 have pnohniowl mistakes I make in oamdtiq pointed ON to me. 69 1.51 1.03 
2. Sire an acooum of my understanding of what a bwpeoie$ 10 ft . 68 1.42 . 86 
cum (i. e. client dynmia). 
22. be eted for my rwmh in doing a eying mommething no a client. . 63 1.71 1.06 
17, report an the relationship between myself and my diem. 
. 56 1.40 . 88 
6. mime an intervention plan For westing with particular clients. . 53 2.56 1.48 
41. pay Close ales , with my auperviaa, to the therapeutic Foes 
by enmido8 the reýpmaa of my clients aast ielavcadeas I 
make. . 52 2,03 1.38 
35. 1= mych02mS notes taken after the counmellogrnum. . 52 2.26 1.76 
1$. Icon bow to aaeo clines' psychological prableiiWiwea. 
. 48 2.09 1.34 
39. 80 riim for my indarvestim with ems. . 36 2.38 1.36 
30. receive a poor arpaviam"a report (aupavimr's evalaatimt) if than 
we good ccuou f it. 
. 35 2.09 1.29 
10. evaluate my own performance as a cawaellur. 
. 31 1.43 1.07 
1. be accamtable for what happens to my clients as a result of my 
counselling wort with them. 
. 
31 3.16 2.12 
Paste 2: Teaching 
8. Icon how tu niminime, score and interpret psychological Irin. 
. 71 5.42 1.79 
5. lake prt in experiential basing (e. g. am- role play. 
"s wing. ac. ). 
. 62 3.45 2.13 
27. get infarmadm as bask counselling t icureb l apprncbes. . 
61 3.46 2.10 
9. Iwo bow to contact and work with aber pro essiowis regarding 
em= 
. 58 3.44 1.91 
14. complete specific evaiuadm quatimaaiea on, my oaimening weak for 
Sup -i" mod. 
. 57 4.26 1.94 
33, mod jointly with both my supervisor ad the nos /h of the a8racy 
or cem M6iri I see clients or Arom which I receive odanh. . 54 5.13 1.92 
28. rive may . upavisa decide dot my aisadti S pxxice 
(plu eet. ceate or agency) is eppnyrise for me. 
. 
47 4.77 1.93 
44, get in on an various dient lxobiem taw( e. g. deprcaioe. 
voting morden, 91c. ) . 
46 3.15 1.81 
u" at rob with my mpavw for my we kareang. . 
46 2.91 1.74 
45. king apes (audio or video) of my oaurdtiq sessions. 
. 
36 2.98 2.00 
Faclar 3: Counselling 
37. Wanly ep- my tediqa MPT&M myadt and my imaa. . 70 2.56 1.83 
25, talc about my Personal life and faun an they affect my wants ma 
counsellor. . 60 3.41 1.90 
31. know mydf bet* ra iamb of mope vsm. . 60 2.15 1.49 
15. Iuot at my mm nbea an they emerge in my "-I1i work. . 57 1.48 . 93 
38. be encouraged to develop my MR style of Comadting within 
pooftsionVedikel boa ies" . 53 1.56 . 
99 
34. ummumer uncured limes that may influence: the aarm ui g between 
myself and my cheati. . 47 2.21 1.43 
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FC. ta/Item 
Sukx Mean S. D. 
I 
A 
2 3 
20. ihae my erdustiom of pywX aa cuumelbr wish my wpaveor. . 44 1.89 1.41 
29. rtview the *P betwets nYwf and my ripwmw. . 43 
2.77 1.54 
36. odk about the feelm pI haw for my . Ipuvu r. . 42 3.96 1.96 
43. become me mdepeadmt is wu k my Pam 
iaueilp« bans. . 42 3.10 1.75 
12. ehre my own Imeilag nook with the mpavnar" . 41 1.62 1.07 
19. inspect and value my . 35 1.87 1.02 
13. cboae m7 siPOFYOW * t<r hm am gvoinwd for me. . 
32 3.39 2.30 
Table. 5.4. 
Factor 1: Consultation (15.6%) 
Factor 1 (M = 20.97, SD = 7.42, Range: Possible range, 12 - 84: actual range 12 - 
74) consists of 12 items. The focus of these items is on what is happening to the 
client, relationship with clients, interventions with clients, reactions to clients, the 
therapeutic process, psychology problems, evaluating the process, being accountable, 
and learning from this process. Action words within this factor include terms such 
as: give an account of, report on, get report on, look at, pay attention to, be asked 
for, learn, evaluate. 
Item 2 is a good example of the consultation task , "In supervision I expect to give an 
account of my understanding of what is happening to the client, i. e. client dynamics". 
Of the twelve items within factor one, five come from the consultation task (which 
had seven items), with three from the teaching task, and two each from 
professional/ethical and evaluation tasks. The term "consultation" was maintained not 
just because the it loaded most heavily on this factor but because throughout the factor 
the underlying meaning is about working with the client, being accountable for what 
happens with the client. 
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Factor 2: Teaching (7.5 %) 
Factor 2 (M = 38.97, SD = 10.91, Range: possible range, 10 - 70; actual range, 
12 - 67) consists of 10 items. The focus is on tests, theories, reports, learning 
situations, working with other professional, client problem areas. Action points are 
around: learning how to ..., get 
information on, completing, taking part in, bring 
for learning. A clear example of this task is question 8 ("In supervision I expect to 
learn how to administer, score and interpret psychological tests"). 
Four of the teaching questions (from nine) are included here with two each from 
administration and from relationships tasks, and one each from professional/ethical 
and consultation. The items revolve around all aspects of supervision that tend to 
have a teaching/learning element. 
The learning dimension comes through in the consultation, administration, 
relationship items within this factor (e. g. "learn how to contact and work with other 
professions" is an item from the professional/ethical task). 
Factor 3: Counselling (6.1 %) 
Factor 3 (M =31.96, SD = 10.44, Range: possible range, 13 - 91; actual range, 13 - 
83) consists of 13 items. The focus is on feelings, personal issues, values, 
unconscious issues, counselling style, evaluation of self, relationships. The items 
within this factor cluster around the supervisee working with personal issues that may 
arise in a number of areas: work with clients, relationship with supervision. The 
actions involved in this factor crystallise around expressing feelings, talking about, 
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looking at, uncovering, sharing with. Personal issues arise for supervisees within all 
tasks, and thus cross a number of tasks, atypical example of an item within this factor 
is question 37, "In supervision I expect to openly express my feelings regarding 
myself and my issues". 
Four of the six items in the sub-scale on personal issues are included here, as are four 
of the relationship items (from eight), with two from professional/ethical and one each 
from teaching, evaluation, and consultation. 
5.5.3.2. Other Psychometric Information 
Cronbach's coefficients were calculated for each of the scales estimates being . 73, 
76, and . 77, respectively. 
A factor correlation matrix suggested very little correlation between the three scales, 
ranging from . 16 - . 18. 
5.5.3.3. SECTION TWO OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
For Section 2 of the Questionnaire, identical statistical procedures were followed as 
in Section 1. The three factors accounted for 30% of the variance (Factor I 
accounted for 14.8%, Factor 2,8.5% and Factor 3,6.4%). The oblimin converged 
in 17 iterations. 
A number of questions were eliminated: those that "loaded closely" on a number of 
factors (using the same criteria as for the first section of the questionnaire), those that 
were not scored on the pattern matrix, and those that failed to load at the . 25 level. 
In all, 8 questions were eliminated from the second section of the questionnaire. 
The original questionnaire had 47 items divided into seven predetermined categories 
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(tasks of supervision). The three factors that emerged from the principal components 
followed by oblique rotation were very close to three of those original categories and 
the original names were used (counselling, administration, and teaching). 
Table 5.5. shows the factor loadings, means and standard deviation for each item in 
Section 2 of the Questionnaire: 
FiAOdlkm 
Scam 
--- 
Mesa 
-- - 
S. D. 
1 
- ------ 
2 
---------- 
3 
Fedor 1: Cu. -Hi. 
86. pow out pm dr m amisong m'wat . 
63 2.45 1.30 
50. idmtifJ aimilm8im between my a. puviay mYdomhip and my 
ocumodli. t ScIfificomilips. . 58 3.22 1.59 
49. 6ciliule dealing' my FwHw wida8 from working with obtain. . 57 2.36 1.62 
51. mp. wc tim 1, a aoa. KSe, am apt being harmed of a oaaß of 
my coumdling wem. . 56 
2.77 1.70 
67. be aware of my stage of development as a caumdfm md adapt his/her 
teaching a y. . 54 1.89 1.21 
81. be a pusua with wban I can trust MY ftelm8a, specially MY ftus. . 
53 1.78 1.06 
85. help Inc deal with strw arining from my counselling writ. . 51 3.12 1.65 
57. examine the feelings clients haut fowmdi me. . 
50 2.49 1.68 
58. give me WPWt. . 48 1.75 1.09 
92. evaluate my Wm- to app' . 45 2.09 1.29 
59. negotiate with me in ways of wvtin` tgetha in wpavyiaa rather 
than m- OC this dmoim hisomeVborwif" . 40 1.89 1.39 
62. ulk about his/hm fee gap Wwnda me. 
. 40 4.25 1.91 
76. help mit ict( d bow paemai iwuedpmblema affect the o-dliy 
pEWCm . 38 2.23 1.41 
66. help me undnaund the pmbkw of my c>ie . . 38 2.24 1.56 
80. tcH me if he/she aam idem in VmwiY - -- to wat as a eau-CU.. . 
38 2.19 1.63 
77. lode at apa: ific ethical iwea with cllu (e. g. Inch, bwadmi a, 
icxual &wood= eie. ). . 
36 2.15 1.31 
48. moni0w my prof6fiani wart In mdc mm the client is am being stared. . 33 2.47 1.84 
84. ask sae for feedback CONCIVIlimll hits ash Of wpariiag. . 31 3.05 1.63 
89. advise am when to take my pimaimelproblesms ID a common". . 31 3.18 1.69 
82. bot m the ways 1 crmcepauli¢ cl-' Prom. . 
28 1.60 
. 77 
Factor 2: Admimllftim 
60. help we loot at tk mMbm ,I -- --a myself art my eI . . 73 1.94 1.66 
6S. vast the gesey e which I fee cheat or from which I raemyc td'agk. -. 69 4.89 2.20 
73. Be my m, bt with saw dicab. -. 69 5.22 2.11 
66. be hasst is feefiadc ao me about bow 1 an paogivasiog, an a 
emmaelloº. . 
64 1.76 1.46 
69. deal with mm of codlict between mwwvW= and the management 
of the agency in which I ace diab Qkm which I receive 
refatda. -. 60 4.31 1.97 
52. Challenge me. . 48 1.70 1.04 
55. M up acme pa=W oama 11 g with me when my imeedp ublc m inlrudo an 
my work with clients. -. 45 4.91 2.05 
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>Wm 
Scdn mean S. D. 
1 2 
------ -- 
3 
61. ISM the CIieab refund in me before I begin COI CItiog With them. -. 42 5.53 1.94 
Faelor 3: Toriie6 
90. make avail" Lpa of hip/her or odw Frduimds doing oouadlmg. . 70 4.39 1.89 
88. 1ecWe o. CUi. wHY in myoviiaa wasium. . 62 4.83 2.01 
91. We in on my as q sews as a omiuJaWabowver. . 61 
5.51 1.88 
46. we my Wdi a soft an clieu. . 60 3.27 2.03 
47. bequealy offer me advice about sim 1o do with vwmu cliao0. . 57 3.49 2.02 
74. *In me bow I win pcseat my diesen in mpavisim (i. e, nob, am" ppa, 
video "M ao. ). . 54 3.93 2.08 
73. an an wirst is deafly rift aid wrwg in WOWM with clban. . 52 
2.91 1.90 
7i. 04ra wiubb raft nokaiYL . 47 
2.27 1.29 
79. dirwr ewWadm p occtra and ai0. Yia with me (i. e. evabi*ioo of myelf aa auc__ 
e wed by the MOM% course). . 44 2.28 1.50 
63. teec4 me specific cwaelliot mitills. . 
38 3.40 1.94 
$7. ngpot bow I tit imeevrae in pstiw4r owys with chem. . 26 1.99 1.32 
Table. 5.5. 
Factor 1: Counselling (14.8%) 
This factor (M = 49.17, SD = 13.56, Range: possible range, 20 - 140; actual 
range, 26 - 98) consists of 20 items. The focus is on feelings, personal issues, 
development of the supervisee, similarities in relationships, support, the fears of the 
supervisee, the strengths of the supervisee, openness, not being harmed, 
understanding. The action points were areas of involvement by the supervisor, 
including facilitating, pointing out, helping create awareness, identifying, giving to 
the supervisee, being a person who, evaluating, praising, ensuring, negotiating with, 
helping, judging, looking at. The first item on this factor ("I expect my supervisor to 
point out personal issues/problems arising from my work") is a good example of the 
kind of areas covered. 
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Five items are from the counselling task (from 6), four from the professional/ethical 
(from 6), four from consultation (from 7), four from the relationship task (from 8), 
two from evaluation and one from teaching. Items around the issues emerging from 
client work and how supervisees deal with them. Many are personal issues. The 
emphasis is on the "feeling" side of the work, of the various relationships, of the 
evaluations. 
Factor 2: Administrative issues (8.5%) 
Factor 2 (M = 30.26, SD = 6.71, Range: possible range, 8- 56; actual range, 13 - 
50) consists of eight items. The focus within this factor seems to be the 
"environment" in which clients are seen rather than actual work with clients e. g. 
visiting the agency, offering counselling to supervisees, assessing clients before they 
are seen by supervisees. Actions from supervisors involves: visiting, dealing with 
conflict, setting up, assessing, being co-therapist. A typical item is question 65 "1 
expect my supervisor to visit the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals". 
Three of these are from the administration task (from 4), with two from the 
relationship task, two from the consultation task, and one from the counselling task. 
Factor 3: Teaching (6.4%) 
Factor 3 (M = 38.27, SD = 10.97, Range: possible range, 11 - 77; actual range, 17 
- 66) consists of eleven items. The focus 
in this factor includes skills, tapes, strengths, 
the supervisors own work, theories, reading materials, counselling sessions. Actions 
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points involved making available, sitting in on, suggesting, sharing, lecturing, 
praising, pointing out, structuring, teaching. A typical example is question 88 "I 
expect my supervisor to lecture occasionally in supervision sessions". 
Seven of these are from the teaching task (from 10), with one each from the 
relationship, professional/ethical, evaluation and consultation tasks. 
5.5.3.4 Other Psychometric Information 
Cronbach's coefficients were calculated for each of the scales, estimates being . 79, 
. 76, and . 
76, respectively. 
An factor correlation matrix suggested that there is almost no overlap between 
counselling and adminstration (r = . 01), with some overlap between counselling and 
teaching (r = . 
28). There is almost no overlap between administration and teaching 
(r = 00). 
Factor Analysis on the second administration of the Questionnaire compared 
favourable with the factors from the first administration. 
Table 5.6. shows the number of items within each factor and the number common 
to both administrations. 
Factor 123 
1st. Admin items 12 10 13 
2nd. Admin items 11 14 17 
In common 8 10 13 
JAA 
L-ru 
2nd. Section of the Questionnaire 
Factor 123 
1st. Admin items 20 8 11 
2nd. Admin items 22 13 6 
In common 54p 
Table 5.6. 
Whereas the first section of the Questionnaire have an very high incidence of items in common, 
the second section is low in common items. 
In summary, a Questionnaire was developed to assess the seven tasks of supervision using 92 
questions on a rating scale and rank ordering the seven tasks. Factor analysis revealed three 
underlying factors with moderately high internal consistency. This would indicate that the seven 
original generic tasks can be be summarised in fewer factors. However, it needs to be noted 
that the level of variance in both sections is low and needs to be considered in future 
administrations of the Questionnaire. 
5.6. RESULTS 
5.6.1. Introduction 
The results section will present findings in line with the research aims developed in two 
sections: 5.6.2 for repeated measures on ratings and rankings of the tasks of 
supervision, and 5.6.3. on additional results. 
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Mean ratings were conducted for each college on both the ranking scales and the 
expectations of supervision. These tables are presented in Appendix 6 and 7. Two 
factor multivariate anovas were conducted on the factors indicating that there was a 
high degree of difference between the colleges. This could be accounted for by the 
small numbers within some of the colleges (as low as four in one), and the fact that 
supervision is not a univocal term accepted in the same format throughout colleges. 
Location will probably influence the meaning of supervision. Even though individual 
differences emerged strongly, it was decided to collapse the data (especially repeated 
measures) in order to isolate trends within supervision. 
5.6.2. Repeated Measures 
The first research aim was to investigate how supervisees would rank-order the seven 
tasks of supervision for themselves and for their supervisors and whether this rank- 
ordering would change over the three administrations of the questionnaire. Although 
over 100 subjects completed the questionnaire at each administration, only 63 
completed the questionnaire at all three administrations. To decrease the error 
variance due to individual differences, only those 63 subjects who completed all three 
administrations will be used for primary analysis. 
Table 5.7. presents the mean rankings and standard deviation for these subjects: 
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Tom, : Mean rankings (and standard deviation) of the 
importance of the seven tasks of supervision by 
supervisees for subjects who completed all three 
administrations. 
Task 
1: Relationship 
2: Teaching 
3. Consultation 
4. Counselling 
5. Prof. /Ethical 
6. Evaluation 
7. Administration 
Ist. Admin. 
Mean (S. D. ) 
3.61 (1.78) 
4.15 (1.77) 
1.50 (0.97) 
4.07 (1.60) 
4.08 (1.45) 
3.67(1.43) 
6.62 (1.01) 
RANKINGS 
2nd. Admin. 
-- w. -. 1 
2.89 (1.77) 
3.68 (1.61) 
1.85 (1.19) 
4.10 (1.62) 
3.84 (1.59) 
4.15 (1.60) 
6.41 (1.26) 
Table. 5.7. 
3rd. Admin. 
2.92 (1.74) 
3.56 (1.58) 
1.78 (1.42) 
3.90 (1.51) 
4.24 (1.45) 
4.69 (1.45) 
6.44 (1.28) 
Friedman Tests (non-parametric equivalent of one-way anovas) were conducted to test 
for differences in ranks across the three administrations of the questionnaire. Only 
the Evaluation task was significant, at . 0001 level, chi-square = 16.38, df. = 2. 
Analysis revealed the following chi-squares for the other tasks: relationship (r = . 13, 
chi-square = 4.06, df. = 2); teaching (r = . 06, chi-square = 6.54, df. = 2); 
consultation (r = . 
26, chi = square, 2.69, df. = 2); counselling (r = . 72, chi-square 
= . 
65, df. = 2); prof. /Ethical (r= . 56, chi-square = 1.67, df. = 2); and 
administration (r= . 87, chi-square = . 
28, df. = 2). 
The consultation tasks is ranked the most important throughout all three 
administrations, with the administration task ranked the lowest in importance. The 
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other tasks cluster in the centre with little difference in importance between them. 
The first research aim was to discover whether or not there would be change over 
time in rank-ordering the tasks of supervision for supervisees and for supervisors. 
Clearly, this is not so. Only the evaluation task changes significantly over time. 
Table 5.8 presents the mean rankings and standard deviation for supervisee 
perceptions of how their supervisors would rank order the seven tasks of supervision: 
Table 5.8.: Mean rankings (and standard deviation) of the perceptions of 
supervisor rankings of the importance of the seven tasks of 
supervision for subjects who completed all three administrations. 
RANKINGS 
1st. Admin. 2nd. Admin. 3rd. Admin. 
Task Mean (S. D. ) Mean (S. D. ) Mean (S. D. ) 
1 Relationship 3.67 (1.86) 3.27 (1.89) 3.27 (1.77) 
2 Teaching 4.28 (1.50) 3.85 (1.53) 4.14 (1.58) 
3 Consultation 1.79 (1.39) 1.97 (1.33) 1.84 (1.42) 
4 Counselling 4.20 (1.86) 4.02 (1.79) 3.93 (1.64) 
S Prof. /Ethical 3.52 (1.50) 3.62 (1.57) 3.70 (1.59) 
6 Evaluation 3.98 (1.44) 4.23 (1.66) 4.89 (1.64) 
7 Administration 6.47 (1.20) 6.34 (1.27) 6.00 (1.69) 
Table. 5.8. 
Respondents have rank ordered the seven tasks of supervision for supervisors in much 
the same way as they rank-ordered them for themselves. The consultation task is 
again seen as the most important, with the administration tasks as the least important. 
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The other tasks fall together between these two. 
Friedman Anovas were conducted to examine differences in rank order across time 
(the three administrations) on each of the tasks. The evaluation task was again 
significant (r = . 002, chi-square = 12.06, df. = 2). The other tasks were all not 
statistically significant over time: the relationship task (r = . 70, chi-square = . 69, df. 
= 2. ), teaching (r=. 69, chi-square = . 73, df. = 2); consultation (r = . 91; chi- 
square = . 19, 
df. = 2); counselling (r = . 32; chi-square = 2.25; df. =-2); 
prof. /ethical (r = . 
84; chi-square = . 
34; df. = 2); the administration task (r = . 72, 
chi-square = . 64; df. = 
2). 
Again, in the light of the first research aim, there is no change over time in how 
supervisees rank-order their supervisors perceptions of the importance of the seven 
tasks of supervision. Only the evaluation task changes significantly, again decreasing 
in importance. 
The second research aim was to discover whether or not supervisee ratings of 
expectations of the seven tasks of supervision would change over three administrations 
of the Questionnaire. Table 5.9. presents the mean ratings for both sections of the 
questionnaire over the three administrations on six factors: 
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Table 5.9.: Mean factor and item ratings of the expectations of the 
three tasks of supervision in respect of supervision and 
supervisor for subjects who completed all three 
administrations. 
Factor Admin. 1 
------------------- - - 
Admin. 2 Admin. 3 
---------------------- 
S pervisiön 
-- -- 
Factor 
- 
Item 
--------------------------- 
Factor Item 
--------------------- 
Factor Item 
Consultation 22.19 (1.85) 23.39 (1.95) 23.16 (1.93) 
Teaching 38.82 (3.88) 41.63 (4.16) 45.04 (4.50) 
Counselling 30.48 (2.34) 32.45 (2.50) 30.00 (2.31) 
Sun rvi r 
Counselling 47.76 (2.39) 50.64 (2.53) 49.63 (2.48) 
Administration 30.44 (3.81) 32.86 (4.11) 30.94 (3.87) 
Teaching 38.85 (3.53) 41.80 (3.80) 44.96 (4.09) 
Table 5.9. 
Like the rank ordering, the rating responses indicate that supervisees expect the 
consultation task to take place almost definitely, and the administration task (as used 
by the supervisor) almost definitely not to occur. The teaching task for supervision 
and for the supervisor falls close to the mid-point on the scale indicating that 
supervisees are unsure about what to expect from a teaching perspective. They seem 
not to want their supervisor to engage in dealing with a lot of their personal issues or 
for this to happen within supervision, but they are not too adamant about this. 
One-way repeated Anovas tested for differences in ratings across the three 
administrations of the questionnaire. The teaching task in both sections (Supervision 
and Supervisor) was significant (F = 10.43, p< . 0001, for Supervision, and F= 
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15.59, p< . 
0001, for Supervisor). The administration task was also statistically 
significant (F = 3.42, p< . 
04). The other ratings were not statistically significant 
across time: in the Supervision section, Consultation (F = . 
99, p< . 
38); counselling 
(F = 1.06, p< . 
35, ); in the Supervisor section (counselling F=1.57, p< . 
21, ). 
5.6.3. Additional Analyses 
Analysis was done on the full data set (i. e. not just the 63 subjects who completed all 
three administrations of the Questionnaire) using all three administrations. Table 
5.10. presents the mean rankings and standard deviation on the seven tasks by 
supervisees over the three administrations for all subjects. 
Jabk 5, w: Mean subjects rankings (and standard deviation) of the importance of 
the seven tasks of supervision by supervisees over the three 
administrations for all subjects. 
RANKINGS 
Ist. Admin. 2nd. Admin. 3rd. Admin. 
Task Mean (S. D. ) Mean (S. D. ) Mean (S. D. ) 
1: Relationship 3.68 (1.8) 3.17 (1.75) 2.89 (1.73) 
2: Teaching 4.07(l. 74) 4.16(l. 57) 3.96(l. 63) 
3. Consultation 1.85 (1.45) 1.71 (1.24) 1.72 (1.29) 
4. Counselling 3.97 (1.64) 3.88 (1.62) 3.96 (1.57) 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.81 (1.52) 3.82 (1.57) 4.07 (1.50) 
6. Evaluation 3.77 (1.59) 3.97(l. 58) 4.49(l. 49) 
7. Administration 6.26 (1.50) 6.47 (1.16) 6.43 (1.20) 
Table 5.10. 
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Friedman Anovas were conducted to review differences in mean rank order across 
time (the three administrations) on each of the tasks. The relationship task was 
significant (r = . 
0005) with chi-square 15.31, df. = 2., as was the evaluation task 
(r = . 
0007) chi-square 14.64, Df, = 2. The other tasks were all not significant: 
teaching (r=. 63, chi-square, . 
94, df. = 2); consultation (r = . 
83; chi-square, . 
38, 
df. = 2); counselling (r = . 
85; chi-square, 2.13; df. = 2); prof. /ethical (r = . 
35; 
chi-square, 2.13; df. = 2); and administration (r = . 
62, chi-square, . 
96; df. = 2). 
Supervisees (all subjects) have rank ordered the seven generic tasks of supervision 
in a clear way. For them the most important task is consultation over all three 
administrations of the Questionnaire, with the administration task coming last, again 
over the three administrations of the Questionnaire. Between these two extremes the 
other tasks are approximately of equal importance. There is little to separate them in 
any significant way. The relationship task increases significantly in importance as 
supervision progresses which is different for the 63 subjects who filled in all 
administrations of the Questionnaire. The evaluation task decreases significantly for 
both sets of subjects. However, overall, there is little difference between the two 
sets: the full data set and those who filled in all three administrations. 
There is little change in the teaching task over the three Questionnaires. However, 
it seems surprising that teaching is so low on the ranking scale especially in the early 
questionnaires. Much of the research literature has seen strong structure with clear 
teaching as a valued part of supervision by supervisees especially during the beginning 
phases of supervision (Stoltenberg and Delworth, 1987). 
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The counselling task remains stable and again is quite low. Rabinowitz, Heppner, and 
Roehlke (1986) saw this task as becoming more important for supervisees as they 
became more sophisticated. This is not confirmed in the data presented here. 
Consultation remains consistently high on the rank ordering overall remaining in first 
place of importance throughout the three administrations. 
The evaluation task becomes less important over the d administrations. This could 
be explained in several ways: either it takes on less prominence because it is feared 
less as time progresses, or it becomes less important in contrast to other tasks. 
The administration task is consistently marked lowest of all the tasks across all 
Questionnaires. 
Supervisees expectations of the tasks of supervision remain constant over the one or 
two years of their training. They expect the same tasks to be performed in the same 
order of importance. 
Table 5.11 presents supervisees rankings and standard deviation of their supervisors 
perceptions of the seven tasks over the three administrations for all subjects. 
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Table 5.1 L: Mean ranking (and standard deviation) of supervisees' 
perceptions of Supervisor rankings of the importance of 
the seven tasks of supervision over three administrations 
for all subjects. 
RANKINGS 
Mean Supervisee Perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings. 
1st. Admin. 2nd. Admin. 3rd. Admin. 
Task Mean (S. D. ) Mean (S. D. ) Mean (S. D. ) 
1: Relationship 3.85 (1.83) 3.66 (1.97) 3.22 (1.85) 
2: Teaching 4.21 (1.67) 4.13(l. 60) 4.10(l. 62) 
3. Consultation 2.09 (1.61) 1.88 (1.28) 1.98 (1.39) 
4. Counselling 3.97 (1.80) 3.96 (1.76) 4.12 (1.74) 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.48 (1.57) 3.49(l. 59) 3.75 (1.66) 
6. Evaluation 3.86 (1.64) 4.06 (1.60) 4.38 (1.74) 
7. Administration 6.21 (1.45) 6.26 (l . 33) 6.02 (1.61) 
Table 5.11. 
Friedman Anovas were conducted to review differences in rank order across time (the 
three administrations) on each of the tasks. The relationship task was significant (r 
= . 
0229) with chi-square, 7.76, df. = 2., as was the evaluation task (r = . 0269) chi- 
square, 7.23, Df, = 2. The other tasks were all not significant: teaching (r=. 81, 
chi-square, . 43, df. = 
2); consultation (r = . 78; chi-square, . 50, df. = 2); 
counselling (r = . 78; chi-square, . 
49; df. = 2); prof. /ethical (r = . 38; chi-square, 
1.94; df. = 2); and administration (r = . 63, chi-square, . 92; df. = 2). 
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Supervisees have ranked their perceptions of their supervisors' ranking of the seven 
tasks generally as they ranked the tasks for themselves. Consultation is still viewed 
as the most important task with similar rankings, and the administration task once 
more is the lowest ranked task with similar ranking averages to their (the supervisees') 
own. The five remaining tasks are bunched in the centre with no clear, overall 
differences between them. In both rankings the relationship and evaluation tasks are 
significantly different over the three administrations with the relationship task 
increasing in importance and the evaluation tasks decreasing. 
The professional/ethical task of supervision is higher here than on supervisee's own 
rankings. It would seem that supervisees expect their supervisor to view 
professional/ethical issues more importantly than they do themselves. 
Table 5.12 presents the mean ratings of the expectations of three tasks of supervision 
(for supervision and supervisor) over the three administrations for all subjects: 
Factor Admin. 1 
----------------------- -- 
Admin. 2 
----- 
Admin. 3 
--------------------- 
i i 
- 
Factor Item 
---------------------- 
Factor Item 
------------------- 
Factor Item 
Superv s on 
Consultation 20.97 (1.75) 21.58 (1.80) 21.71 (1.81) 
Teaching 38.98 (3.90) 40.87 (4.09) 43.34 (4.33) 
Counselling 31.96 (2.56) 32.34 (2.49) 30.36 (2.34) 
Counselling 49.17 (2.46) 49.56 (2.48) 49.12 (2.46) 
Administration 30.26 (3.78) 30.18 (3.77) 31.73 (3.97) 
Teaching 38.27 (3.48) 40.53 (3.68) 43.40 (3.95) 
Table 5.12 
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One-way Anovas tested for differences in ratings across the three administrations of 
the questionnaire. Only the teaching task in both sections (Supervision and 
Supervisee) was significant (p = . 
006 for Supervision and p= . 
0002 for Supervisor). 
All other ratings were not significant: in the Supervision section, Consultation p= 
. 68; counselling p= . 
28; in the Supervisor section, counselling p= . 96, and 
administration r= . 
19. 
The teaching task is the only task to show significant change over time, increasing in 
expectations for all subjects. None of the others shows any significant change. This 
is quite interesting insofar as it might have been expected that the teaching task would 
fall in importance and be less prominent than in the earlier stages of supervision. 
The results for all subjects are similar to those who filled in all administrations of the 
Questionnaire. The teaching task (in both sections) changes significantly for both 
groups - they both expect less teaching as supervision progresses. The administration 
task decreases significantly in the 2nd. Administration become increasing in the final 
administration (for those who filled in all administrations), while not changing 
significantly for all subjects. 
Like the ranking between both sets, there is a close similarity between those who rated 
the six factors on all three administrations of the Questionnaire and the full data set. 
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5.6.4. Ratings on Supervision, supervisor, and self as counsellor 
Fig 5.1. presents a bar-chart of supervisees' ratings of supervision for the second 
administration. Supervisees rated both supervision and their supervisors on aI- 10 
scale, where I was excellent and 10 was extremely poor: 
Bar Chart 
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Overall, supervisees rate their supervision very positively (a mean of 3.66 on a ten 
point scale), and rate it higher after a year (from a mean of 4.00 to that of 3.19). 
This was consistent across the nine colleges that filled in this section twice. Eight 
rated their supervision higher with one rating it lower (from a mean of 4.1 to that of 
4.2). lt is difficult to compare this with other studies since none seem to have 
supervisees evaluate their supervision over the course of a year. However, it does 
seem to indicate that the supervisory needs of supervisees are being met to a high 
123 67 
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degree, and increasingly so as time goes on. It would he interesting to see how 
supervisees rate supervision a year on from this second assessment and whether or not 
their positive attitude continues. There are suggestions in the literature that 
supervisees go through a negative phase in their supervisory development (Stoltenberg 
and Delworth, 1987). This may well have happened, if it happened, before 
supervisees in this study rated their supervision, or it may not have happened by the 
time they filled in this section for the second time. 
Fig. 5.2. presents a bar-chart of supervisees' ratings of their supervisors (2nd. 
Administration) 
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Ratings for supervisors show a mean of 3.44, median of 3.00 and standard deviation 
of 2.22. This changed in administration 2 from 3.67 (SD, 2.28) to 3.07 (SD. 2.10) 
in administration. Like supervision, supervisees become more positive about their 
supervisors as they progress through supervision. Six individual colleges rated their 
supervisors more positively in the second questionnaire, with three rating them more 
negatively. 
Fig. 5.3. presents a bar-chart of supervisees' ratings of their own effectiveness as 
fully functioning counsellors/therapist (Administration 2): 
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40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
COUNS 
Fig. 5.3. 
14'43 ti 789 10 
155 
On a rating scale of I- 10 (where 1= beginner, 5= moderate, and 10 = mature) 
supervisees where asked to rate themselves in terms of being a fully functioning 
counsellor/psychotherapist on both administrations 2 and 3. The overall mean for this 
was 6.07 (SD, 1.98). The mean for Administration 2 was 5.76 (SD. 1.96), and for 
Administration 3,6.56 (SD, 1.92). Overall, supervisees rated themselves a more 
fully functioning counsellors/psychotherapists the more experienced they become. 
Within colleges, six rated themselves more positively over the two responses, with 
three rating more negatively. 
5.6.5 The three sources of subjects within the Survey 
Means were computed for the Ist. Administration for the three types of courses (1 
year Diploma, two-year diplomas, and Masters courses) on both the ratings and the 
rankings of all subjects. These tables can be found in Appendix 8. 
One way anovas on the three groups within the 1st. Administration were conducted 
on the tasks. These indicated the following: 
Supervision: Consultation task 
Teaching 
Counselling 
Supervisor : Counselling 
Administration 
(F= 3.96, df = 2, p= . 
02 
(F = 2.77, df = 2, p= . 
065 (Not Sign) 
(F=3.06, df=2, p=. 049 
(F = . 07, df = 2, p= . 
93 (Not Sign) 
(F = . 79, df = 2, p= . 
46 (Not Sign) 
Teaching (F = 4.21, df = 2, p= . 
016 
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From the above we can deduce that the one year diploma students rated the 
consultation task as higher on their expectations that Masters students while Masters 
students expected the counselling task within supervision to fill a higher role. 
Diploma students expected more teaching from supervisors than Masters students. 
Rank means were also computed for the three administrations across the three types 
of courses on ratings on the three tasks and the rankings (Tables in Appendix ). 
Only the consultation task was significant across the courses (p. <. 04) with both 
Diploma courses seeing it as more important that Masters students. 
When supervisees rank ordered their perceptions of how their supervisors would rank 
order the seven tasks, there was significant on three tasks over the three groups. The 
relationship task was seen as more important for one-year Diploma students over the 
other two groups (p.. 03), the evaluation task was ranked lowest on one-year Diploma 
students and highest two-year Diplomas and the administration tasks lowest by one- 
year Diploma students and highest by two year Diploma students. 
5.6.6. Individual Differences. 
Gender (male/female), and age (divided into five categories between 22 - 68), were 
considered in relation to mean rank-ordering and rating of the seven tasks of 
supervision. 
In neither category was there any significant difference, e. g., of fourteen anovas on 
age and rank-ordering of tasks only one was significant: on this number that could 
well be chance. 
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This would seem to indicate that there is very slight (and certainly not significant) 
variation on responses due to age or gender. 
5.7. OVERALL DISCUSSION OF STUDY 1 
5.7.1. Rank -Ordering of Tasks 
The results from the rank-ordering of the importance of the seven tasks of supervision 
clearly indicate one consistent finding: there is clear agreement that the consultation 
task of supervision is the most important and the administrative task the least 
important. The other five tasks are in the middle with few clear differences. 
This is an important finding for supervision. Supervisees rated the consultation task 
as the major task through all three administrations, both for themselves and also how 
they imagined their supervisor would rate it. Even though there was no significant 
change in their views over the three administrations, their view remained constant. 
They expect their supervisors to have consultation as the highest task on their 
supervisory agenda. Even as supervision progresses consultation maintains its position 
as the key task of supervision. 
The administration task, on the other hand, consistently remains the least important 
task. It is difficult to have a clear explanation for this. One possibility is that the 
administration task is the one most removed from direct work with clients and may 
therefore not be seen, in this hierarchy of tasks, to be on a "par" with the others. 
Another explanation is the possibility that it has not yet become important for 
158 
supervisees and the "contexts" in which counselling occur and their impact on the 
counselling process only gradually achieve more centrality. A third possibility is that 
it is understood in all its implications for trainees but is rated, as understood, as the 
lowest task in importance during counselling training. There is an interesting 
difference between how supervisees rate their own view of supervision and how they 
rate their supervisors view of the administration task. In the latter there is significant 
change over time in that supervisees imagine this task becomes more important for 
their supervisors. This is probably true. Thought there is no evidence to indicate 
how supervisors view their tasks, it would seen sensible that the administrative task 
would increase in importance as supervision progresses. 
Only the evaluation task changes significantly over the three administrations of the 
questionnaire for those who completed all administrations and all subjects. It was also 
significant for both supervisee rank-ordering and supervisee rank-ordering for 
supervisors. For both it becomes less important. There could be a number of reasons 
for this. It may be that supervisees become less frightened by evaluation and rate it 
less importantly as time goes on, or they get used to it after their first experience and 
it becomes more acceptable and therefore. less important. 
The relationship task changed significantly for all subjects but not for those who filled 
in all administrations when supervisees rank their own perceptions. It changes in the 
same direction for both, becoming more important as time progresses, but this is more 
pronounced for all subjects over the three administrations. Obviously, the relationship 
task gains in importance as supervisees become aware of its value and use within 
supervision. It is difficult to find a reason why this should not be as pronounced for 
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those who filled in all administrations. When rank-ordering for supervisors, all 
subjects saw a significant change in the relationship task over time while those who 
completed all administrations of the questionnaire did not. It increased in importance 
for both. This may be somewhat in contrast to the literature which sees the 
relationship as playing more of a role in the early stages of supervision (Rabinowitz 
et al, 1986). 
The administration task changed significantly when supervisees rated their supervisors 
perceptions of the tasks, but not when they rated their own. In their view it becomes 
more important for supervisors over time, but not for themselves. 
In summary, while it can be seen that there are some changes in how supervision 
tasks are rated in importance by supervisees, it would appear that they do not see 
much change in their importance over time. With the exception of the evaluation task 
which decrease in importance, there is no significant change in the other tasks. This 
conclusion would be against research within the developmental models of supervision. 
However, there may well be a difference between the perceptions of supervisees and 
what actually happens within supervision, i. e. supervisees may not be aware, or may 
not be able to articulate, changes in tasks as supervision progresses. Certainly, from 
this research, they rank-order few changes in tasks as supervision progresses. 
5.7.2. 
The second research aim looked at supervisee expectations of supeavision. Factor 
analysis on the original seven tasks of supervision isolated three factors in each 
section. The three factors in Section 1 are identical to the three tasks of supervision 
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as outlined by Bernard (1979): the teaching, consulting, and counselling tasks. In 
the second section the teaching and counselling tasks occur again, but this time the 
consultation task give way to the administration task. This is a remarkable similarity. 
It means we can return to the studies on these tasks as comparisons with the results 
here. 
Results indicate that supervisees (for those who filled in all administrations and for 
all subjects) expect the consultation task to take place most frequently of all the tasks. 
Though their expectations do not change significantly over the three administrations, 
it is constantly their highest expectation of supervision. This is in keeping with the 
rank ordering results above which saw consultation as the major task of supervision. 
The counselling task, for both groups, was expected to be frequently used in 
supervision, again with no significant change over time. The teaching task of 
supervision is the only one with significant change over time, for both groups. It 
starts in the upper section of the ratings (3.88 for those who filled in all 
administrations) and moves in the direction of less expected use. 
In the second section of the questionnaire (expectations from supervisors) the 
counselling task is viewed as the one most expected to occur, although not significant 
across time. Supervisees (both those who filled in all administrations, and for all 
subjects) are agreed on its expected occurrence. Whereas from supervision they 
expect the most frequently occurring task to be consultation, specifically from their 
supervisor they expect that their personal reactions and feelings in supervision will be 
considered. 
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The teaching task in the second section follows a similar trend for all subject and for 
those who filled in all administrations of the questionnaire. It ranges fairly much in 
the middle of the ratings (3.5 - 4.0), which indicate that ratings are only average on 
the occurrence of the teaching task. However, there is a significant change over time 
with the teaching task expected to occur less often as supervision progresses. This is 
in keeping with the first section where the same process was seen to take place. From 
supervisees perspectives they are clear that the teaching task, which only averagely 
expected, is expected to recede as supervision moves along. 
The third task in the second section is the administration task which is not unlike the 
teaching task in its place on the rating scales. It is significantly different for subjects 
who complete all administrations (and not for all subjects). For all subjects it 
becomes less expected in the second administration and returns to its expected role in 
the third administration. It is almost as if it loses it expected occurrences and then 
returns in expectation. This could be interpreted as supervisee awareness of its 
increasing role as time goes on, even though its expected frequency in the third 
administration is no higher than it was in the first administration. 
With the exceptions of the teaching task in both sections (which is expected to occur 
less often), and the administration task in section two, there are no significant changes 
across time for the other tasks. This is not in keeping with the hypotheses and needs 
some explanation. It could be, generally, that supervisees' understanding of 
supervision has not changed much over the course of their training and their 
expectations remain at the end as they were at the beginning. When we look at the 
results of individual colleges (Appendix 7) this is exactly what happens. Of the 11 
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colleges with the six task in each (a total of 66) there are only three significant 
categories two of these occurring within the teaching task on one Masters course 
(College 08), and one on the counselling task in a further Masters course (College 
07). A further explanation might be that supervisees fit in with the tasks employed 
by their supervisors and have no power, or views, on what tasks to expect. Their 
influence value on task may be very low. 
How do these findings fit with current research findings. Two points are worth 
making at this stage. First of all, dare is no longitudinal studies on supervisees 
perceived changes in supervisory tasks in Britain, and those in the U. S. A. have 
usually been for the maximum of 3 months. However, and secondly, the bulk of 
research studies in the past 12 years have been on the relationship between experience 
level of supervisees and supervisory needs (Holloway, 1992). Under the influence 
of developmental models of supervision, there have been a number of studies 
concerned with the trainees at different levels of training and their preferences for 
supervisory behaviours pertinent to their level of experience. The present study was 
interested in investigating whether or not supervisee perceptions of the tasks of 
supervision changed over time. Wiley and Ray (1986) make a point here worth 
keeping in mind, that there is a difference between training stages and developmental 
stages and criticise earlier studies for viewing training level and developmental level 
as interchangeable variables. Trainees at the same stage of their training (Year 1 or 
Year 2 etc) may be, and often are, at different developmental stages. The study here 
took students at the same training stage and made no attempt to designate their 
developmental stage. 
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Holloway (1987), and Worthington (1987) have both done extensive reviews on the 
developmental models of supervision and agree that the literature indicates that 
supervisees at different levels of experience express "preferences for some supervisory 
activities" (Holloway, 1992: 187). This is not in keeping with how supervisees in the 
present study rank-ordered the seven tasks of supervision. Even though the 
questionnaire was administrated according to training stage rather than developmental 
stage, it seems unlikely that there would be a stagnant developmental stage for two 
years. The rank ordering was clearly the same at the beginning of supervision as it 
was at the end: the consultation task remaining the most important and the 
administration task the least important. The other five tasks are bunched together with 
little to distinguish their rank-ordering, but even here there is remarkable similarity. 
The relationship task is second, after the consultation throughout, and the evaluation 
task is sixth in the second and third administrations. The Prof. /Ethical task is either 
fourth or fifth, as is the counselling task. The evaluation task is the only one that has 
significant change over the three administrations but still remains sixth for the final 
two administrations. 
While seeing change over time in one of the tasks (evaluation), supervisees in this 
study have seen no difference in the importance of the tasks over two years of 
counselling training. Other studies have used a similar type Likert scale to access 
supervisees' perceptions of their needs and the supervisory behaviours pertinent to 
their level of experience (Friedlander and Synder, 1983; Heppner and Roehlke, 1984, 
Krause and Allen, 1988; Mairs et al. (1983); McNeil, Stoltenberg, and pierce, 1985; 
Worthington, 1984). Krause and Allen (1988) surveyed 87 supervisors and 77 
supervisees from 31 colleges and found results similar to dim in this study. While 
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supervisors rated their supervisory behaviours as changing in frequency depending on 
the developmental stage of supervisees, supervisees, from different developmental 
stages, perceived no difference in supervisor behaviour. Krause and Allen (1988: 80) 
state it well, "Thus, supervisees were not able to discriminate differences in 
supervisory behaviours even though their supervisors reliably indicated that such 
variation existed". Zucker and Worthington (1986), in a survey of advanced 
supervisees (predoctoral interns (34) and postdoctoral counselling psychologists (25)) 
did not find a single case in which the postdoctoral students rated any of the 48 
supervisory behaviours more frequently than the interns. Both groups "spent their 
time in supervision similarly" (p. 88). Zucker and Worthington offer possible 
explanations for this, a) the developmental model is invalid, b) both groups are at 
the same level of development. Whatever the reason, what emerges is that the 
experience of the supervisor does not seem to effect his or her supervisor behaviour. 
Worthington's (1984) study used 237 supervisees from 11 different programmes 
categories in one of five levels of training described supervisory behaviours in their 
previous semester. Several interesting conclusions emerged. Worthington found that 
location was important and wanned about taking groups from only one setting. 
However, he also found few differences between "constellations of supervisory 
behaviours" (p. 74), but overall concludes, unlike the present study, that supervisors 
do change their supervisory behaviour to match the developmental needs of 
supervisees. Reising and Daniels (1984) while finding validity for Hogans 
developmental model, discovered that supervisees rated supervisory characteristics as 
desirable at all levels of experience. In conclusion, they question whether or not 
supervisees actually know and articulate their supervisory needs, and whether or not 
they are able to relate supervisory needs to levels of supervisee experience. 
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Besides those who have found that supervisory behaviours do not change over time 
to meet the training/developmental needs of supervisees are a number of studies which 
have found that supervisors do change behaviour to match supervisee needs. Raphael 
(1982) discovered differences between beginning and advanced supervisees on six of 
nine categories of supervisor statements. The series of studies by Heppner and 
Roehike (1984) are clear that supervisor behaviour change over time, and even 
progressed along a skill acquisition dimension. They also report that as supervisees 
become more sophisticated then attention moves more to the person of the supervisee. 
This conclusion is validated by Rabinowitz et al. (1986). However, it is not 
noticeable in the present study: if anything there is a slight tendency to move away 
from the person of the supervisee in its importance over time. Even where some 
studies have indicated the need for certain supervisor activities at the beginning of 
supervision (Reising and Daniels, 1984; Wiley and Ray, 1986), the study by 
Rabinowitz, Heppner, and Roehlke (1986) have shown these same activities are 
needed at any supervisory beginning, irrespective of the level of experience of 
trainees. 
Holloway (1992) has warned about interpreting data from the experience level of 
supervisees to support developmental models of supervision. She asks specifically for 
longitudinal data to investigate developmental change. While this research does not 
investigate developmental levels within supeivisees, what it does is show that over two 
year training supervisees, who presumably are developing as counsellors, have not 
changed their expectations of supervision and continue to rank-order the tasks of 
supervision after two years as they did at the beginning of their studies. 
166 
From the research literature, conclusions are divided about whether or not supervisory 
activities change to meeting the developing needs of supervisees. Supporting the 
view that supervisory tasks change to meet the developmental level of supervisees are 
Cross and Brown (1983); Heppner and Roehlke (1984); McNeil et at. ((1985); 
Miars et at. (1983); Reising and Daniels (1983); Wiley (1982); and Worthington 
(1984). On the opposite side, claiming that tasks do not change according to 
supervisee developmental levels are Ellis and Dell (1986); Krause and Allen (1988); 
Marikas, Russell, and Dell (1985); Worthington and Stern (1985); Yogev and Pion 
(1984); Zucker and Worthington (1986). This research falls solidly on the side of 
supervisees reflecting no change in the task of supervision over the two years of their 
training. Several explanations for this are possible. First of it, like so many of the 
previous reports, this one relies on supervisee perceptions of supervisory tasks. While 
it is possible that at the beginning supervisees may be poorly informed about 
supervision, have naive expectations, and even be unclear about what is happening, 
it seems unlikely that after two years, and experience of different supervisors, that 
they would not have some more sophisticated concept of supervision. That their 
expectations do not change could be due to the fact that supervisors determine what 
happens in supervision and supervisees fit into the structure and style either overtly 
or covertly directed by supervisors. Supervisees are left somewhat powerless to 
affect change in supervision and therefore their expectations do not change. This 
would fit in with the fact that supervisees rated their supervision and their supervisors 
quite highly. Clearly, they had no major problems with them, and it may well be 
that, as trainees, they are happy to fit in with the supervisory style offered by 
supervisors. 
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Similar results were found on the rating of supervisees' expectations of supervision 
as well as on supervisees' ranking of supervisory tasks. For example, supervisees 
clearly expected consultation activities to be a part of supervision, both for themselves 
and also for their supervisors. Moreover, when asked to rank-order the importance 
of various supervision tasks, they ranked consultation as the most important task both 
for themselves and for how they imagined their supervisors would rank it. 
Supervisees clearly did not expect administrative activities from their supervisors. 
They ranked the administrative task as the least important of all the seven tasks both 
for themselves and for their supervisors. 
This is rather striking given that the two measures provide quite different foci for 
supervision (one ranking the importance, the other rating expectations). 
5.7.3. Factor Analysis 
It was a specific research aim to test the generic tasks of supervision within the 
Questionnaire through the use of factor analysis. It seems, having used factor analysis 
to analyze tasks at for different factors (three, four, five, six and seven) that three 
factors seemed to express most effectively the underlying groupings. These three 
factors, especially those in Section 1, are remarkably similar to the tasks of 
supervision as outlined by Bernard (1979). 
One interpretation of this result is the fact that tasks are not strictly isolated but 
overlap and intertwine as discovered by Ellis and Dell (1986) and Stenack and Dye 
(1982). It may be that the Questionnaire is not sensitive enough to this overlap. 
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5.7.4 Limitations 
The test/retest correlations suggest that the stability of some of the individual tasks is 
lower than desired (e. g, task evaluation (supervisor), r= . 47; prof. /ethical 
(supervision), r= . 51; consultation (supervision), r= . 52). This could be due to 
the low number of items within sections, and/or the low number of respondents who 
completed the test/retest administration (23). 
A further limitation was not using factor analysis after the first administration to re- 
organise the questionnaire for the second adminstration. 
Despite quite good returns on the questionnaire there were only 63 respondents who 
could be used for a repeated measure design. More direct contact with the subjects, 
rather than reliance on the directors of the training course, could have increased this 
number. 
5.7.5. Future Research 
A number of areas of future research could be generated from these results. In line 
with Worthington's (1984) conclusion that location seems to be a key factor in 
supervision, results here too point to local differences in supervision theory and 
practice, it would be worthwhile pursuing this factor. It would be helpful to know 
if it is possible to generalise from results from within one location. 
A second area of research complementing this project would be supervisor reactions 
to ranking ordering and rating their expectations of the tasks of supervision. This 
study concentrated on supervisee reactions. 
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A third area could look at supervisory dyads and the correspondence or not of their 
views of the generic tasks of supervision. 
5.7.6. Conclusion 
This is the first piece of research that has followed trainee counsellors over the course 
of their two year training programmes monitoring their expectations of supervision. 
The fact that there is little change in those expectations (in both rank-ordering the 
importance of the seven tasks of supervision and in rating their expectations of 
supervision and supervisors) could be used to help train supervisees how best to use 
their supervision, and to train supervisors to help supervisees utilise supervision to the 
full. 
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CHAPTER 6: STUDY 2: ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION DISCOURSE 
6.1. DESIGN OF STUDY 
Audio-tapes of supervision sessions were coded to review the proportion of utterances 
within the seven tasks of supervision and to investigate if changes in supervisory tasks 
took place over time. 
6.2. STATEMENT OF RESEARCH AIj. 
To describe how the proportion of utterances within the seven tasks of supervision 
changes over the duration of supervision. 
6.3. PARTICIPANTS 
Overall seven supervisory dyads completed taping sessions over the course of a year. 
One set of tapes was rejected for research purposes because of the poor quality of the 
sound. The age, gender and experience of participants is presented in Table 6.1: 
Dyad Supervisor Supervisee 
Age Gender Experience Age Gender Experience 
1 31 F 1/ years 33 M 2nd Year 
2 44 F 2; years 36 F 1 Year 
3 59 F 25 years 35 M Starting 
4 47 F 2 years 44 F Starting 
5 68 F 15 years 33 F 2nd Year 
6 51 F 5 years 
Tablp, 
-6.1 
30 
. 
F 2nd Year 
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The average age of supervisors was 50 (Range of 32 - 68), with the range of 
experience of supervision being from 1- 25 years. The average age of supervisees 
was 35.17 (with a range of 30 - 44). All supervisors were female, with four 
supervisees female and two male. 
All six supervisors designated themselves as humanistic within their counselling 
orientation with one adding that she also worked psychodynamically. Of the six 
supervisors five had had formal training in supervision, one had not. Five had 
experience of working in both individual and group supervision, one had worked only 
with individuals. 
All six supervisees were in training in either year I or year 2 of their current 
diplomas. Three had had no previous experience of supervision, three had had 
supervision before ranging from one to three and a half years. 
6.4. MEASURES: CODING METHODOLOGY 
A thematic coding system was outlined (Appendix 9) using the seven tasks of 
supervision as taken from the academic literature and research on the subject. 
6.4.1. Creating the Coding MctbDd 
A grounded theory approach was used as the basis for creating the coding 
methodology. As many labels as possible were generated by the author from the 
supervisory literature and from professional experience under the headings of the 
seven tasks. Table 1.7 was used as a model for creating subcategories. Statements 
172 
were generated within each of the categories that would reveal both the method used 
within the task being performed (e. g. the teaching task could be performed through 
a number of terms such as informing, suggesting, teaching, sharing materials, giving 
information), and the content of that task (e. g. sharing information on specific client 
problems, teaching assessment etc). Thus, statements were generated to contain both 
method and content of each of the seven supervisory tasks e. g. negotiating ways of 
working together (relationship task); giving information on counselling theories 
(teaching); examining parallel process (consultation); helping the supervisee reflect 
on personal issues arising from counselling (counselling); monitoring that no harm 
is coming to the client as a result of counselling (prof. /ethical); evaluating the 
strengths of the supervisee (evaluation); reviewing agency policy regarding work with 
clients (administration). The number of statements per category varied from 6 to 14 
(see Appendix 9). 
Specifically, the Coding System was designed to isolate the following information: 
1. What tasks were being engaged in by both participants? 
2. The frequency with which each category occurred in the session and the 
proportion of such categories (i. e. the ratio of a number of messages in a 
specified category to the total number of messages in the session) was 
computed. 
3. Does the frequency of tasks change over the course of year-long supervision? 
This information would provide data necessary to test the hypothesis that the 
proportion of utterances would change over the duration of supervision. 
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6.4.2. Unitization 
The 18 transcripts were broken down into units. A number of authors have reviewed 
"unitization" as a process in discourse analysis (Bakeman and Gottman, 1986; 
Gottinan, 1979, Hill, 1982; Searle, 1969). All have stressed the need to select the 
unit for analysis with reference to the issue/s being studied. Gottman (1979) has 
drawn the distinction between "time units" and "thought units", the former analysing 
interaction by breaking it into time events, the latter using the ideas of the speaker as 
the focus of analysis. Gottman has suggested that breaking interaction into fixed time 
units is not appropriate for analysing speech since such a dissection is unable to 
capture the actual events, and can "cut across" acts being performed by the speaker. 
He recommends using "thought units" for two reasons: first, it provides a good guess 
at how information is processed by listeners, and secondly it is relatively easy to move 
from "thought unit" to behaviourial unit. 
Thus, the supervisory transcripts were broken down into "thought units" for analysis. 
Hill (1982) has pointed out that units can range from single words, sentences, turns, 
and speaking units. She has strongly recommended transcripts as the focus of analysis 
in that they provide for greater accuracy, especially when they have been monitored 
by at least two people. Here the "thought unit" will consist of an utterance by a 
speaker that contains an idea in its own right. Utterances were seen as units of speech 
within a speaking turn, and broken into specific "thought units". A thought unit can 
be, as pointed out by Gottman (1979), "sometimes ... a phrase; sometimes a 
sentence; and sometimes it is a speech fragment. A thought unit is usually 
grammatical, separated by pauses, commas, ands, buts, and periods" (p. 79). 
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The unitization process used a number of processes outlined by Bakeman and Gottman 
(1986) in the area of sequential analysis even though this research is not strictly about 
sequential analysis (i. e. addressing the sequential nature of the interaction). In 
particular, it utilises predefined categories of behaviour (the generic tasks of 
supervision), it codes all the thought units and reports percentage scores, and it uses 
socially based rather than physically based coding schemas. The latter require some 
explanation. Social-based coding schemes depend on some interpretation by the 
observer. Physically -based schemes rely on observing actual behaviour (the number 
of times one person turns to another) where the observer is a "detector" of what is 
happening when an interaction takes place, whereas socially-based schemata need to 
involve "cultural information" on the part of the observer. The observer needs to 
have inside information and knowledge of the areas coded in order to he able to 
"interpret" what is happening, and also to be able to determine the "intention" of the 
speaker. This coding system used a socially-based schema. 
Finally, following Bakeman and Gottman (1986) the coding scheme will utilise 
"mutually exclusive and exhaustive codes" (p. 33), i. e. every thought unit will have 
a code, and only one code will be used for each thought unit. Working from 
transcripts of supervisory sessions, observers coded each thought unit as belonging to 
one of eight categories (which will be mutually exhaustive and exclusive content 
codes). 
Thought units (utterances) were identified by two raters, dividing thought units by 
using a (/) after each separate thought unit. The raters initially worked together to 
learn the process of how to divide the text into thought unites. They worked on three 
manuscripts together. Where there were differences they discussed and negotiated 
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final solutions. When they considered they were in agreement almost all of the time, 
one of them worked independently on the remaining transcripts (15). 
6.4.3. Inter-rater Relies 
6.4.3.1. Before Coding 
The next step was to achieve inter-rater reliability on the tasks to be identified in the 
texts. Four judges met for a full morning to review the coding methodology and the 
designation of tasks. They comprised myself, along with a clinical and counselling 
psychologist who was a qualified and accredited supervisor and who taught 
supervision theory, a graduate assistant from within a psychology Department, and a 
student who was finishing her M. Sc. in Psychological Counselling and who hoped to 
learn the coding system for her own research. 
A training session took place over one morning during which the coding method was 
explained, discussed, and questions answered. A section of one transcript was chosen 
at random and the four judges worked independently to identify tasks according to the 
coding methodology. They then met to compare findings, talked through 
discrepancies and changed the Coding Methodology to include their new insights. 
They worked on further random samples separately and together until they were 
achieving approximately 90% agreement. 
After this training morning, two judges (myself and the Graduate Assistant) worked 
on coding the transcripts. At first we worked independently, each identifying tasks on 
a transcript according to the coding methodology. We compared findings. In the first 
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two transcripts there was remarkable similarity on the number of different tasks 
involved and the overall percentages, but closer analysis indicated that their overall 
agreement did not result in coding specific units in a similar way. They reviewed the 
coding methodology to include further specification and clarity of tasks. 
They then worked together on the remaining 16 transcripts, negotiating agreement 
about the identification of tasks in operation. Tasks were not marked on the transcript 
until agreement was reached. This was very time-consuming since raters would often 
stop and negotiate agreement. 
A number of implications emerged from this exercise. 
a) The coding methodology went through a number of revisions as a result of 
problems in understanding tasks, where tasks overlapped with other tasks, and 
where boundaries between tasks were blurred. As a result of these revisions 
the coding methodology became more finely tuned and sensitive to the 
identification of different tasks (e. g. initially 'facilitating supervisee 
understanding of client issues without giving direct information e. g. what do 
you think might be happening to your client'? was included in the teaching 
category (2.1.3. ) was subsequently moved to "Process"). 
b) With the final version of the coding methodology, previous transcripts were 
reviewed to ensure continuity of coding throughout all transcripts. 
c) That several tasks might be in operation at the same time emerged strongly 
from the texts. A decision was made to isolate the primary task. On such 
occasions, the context in which utterances were made became important. In 
fact, generally, throughout the exercise the essential element of the context in 
which speech was made became an increasingly relevant factor. 
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d) As time progressed, there was more spontaneity in the identification of the 
tasks and less referral to the coding methodology. Styles of working altered 
as a result. At the outset, each utterance was read and identified separately. 
As time progressed reading in "blocks" took precedence over single utterances, 
though each utterance was coded. Sometimes, especially if there was 
disagreement between judges, it seemed more appropriate to get a 'feel' for 
the text and the task in operation by observing the context. In some instances 
the words themselves could be misleading (e. g. a feeling word may be used, 
"I feel the client is moving deeper into depression", which could persuade the 
reader that the counselling task was in operation when this was not the prime 
focus of the task). Again the context became a major source of information 
with judges occasionally reading a few paragraphs ahead to get a sense of the 
operating task. 
e) Decisions were made categorically about certain types of utterances. When 
role-play in supervision was identified (e. g. the supervisee role played the 
client as a way of understanding the dynamics), it was always categorised as 
the "teaching task" irrespective of what other tasks were performed within the 
role play. Utterances which reflect or reaffirm or respond to a statement or 
question (e. g. "Yes, I think it is"; "I agree", "Yes", etc. ) were categorised 
in the context of the task in operation. If the task was teaching, the response 
was placed in the same category. Since conversations contain a substantial 
amount of reflect/reaffirm/respond utterances, the final analysis could be 
considerably affected if there was no agreement on this. 
f) For some time there was confusion around the administration task of 
supervision and its close connection with the counselling task. Again context 
was used to differentiate between the two. 
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g) The more familiar the raters became with the coding methodology the less 
reference they made to the written code. When the methodology was 
unfamiliar, frequent reference to the written code was needed in order to link 
definitions of tasks to utterances. 
6.4.3.2. Inter-rater 
When the eighteen transcripts were finally coded, one of the judges reviewed the first 
tapes to finalise continuity. The transcripts were sent for a final analysis. Fifteen of 
them were sent to an independent judge (one of the original four who spent a morning 
learning the coding methodology and helping set up inter-rater reliability). Her task 
was to randomly select transcripts and review them in the light of the final coding 
methodology i. e. not code them independently but to review the coding already done. 
While differing on some details of specific coding, she agreed with the overall results. 
The other three transcripts (all from one dyad) were sent to the fourth judge who 
coded them fully as a unit without reference to the coded transcripts of the primary 
judges. Inter-rater reliability for this full set of transcripts from one dyad yielded 
Cohen a=0.58 (an example of the Cohen system is given in Appendix 13). 
Further inter-rater reliability test took place on the data. A initial training session 
with a professor of Counselling Psychology (U. S. A. ) took place over a full morning. 
Over the course of three ratings the level of agreement moved from 67 % to 75 % to 
a final 89%. This was a good test of the reliability of the initial coding system. 
The final inter-rater reliability studies took place using two different raters. Both 
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were full time counsellors who had at least five years of supervision, and both of 
whom understood qualitative methods of research. 
A full morning was spent on learning the coding system until agreement on coding 
was 85%. Both raters then coded six full tapes randomly chosen (two from the early, 
two from the middle, and two from the end phases of supervision). The number of 
utterances within each task for each tape for each rater is represented in Table 6.2. 
(raters 2 and 3 are the new raters): 
TWe Rater T& 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
(Dyad 4 (1) 1 15 12 227 766 0 46 38 0 
2 26 17 380 663 9 12 30 0 
3 21 33 343 619 1 46 37 0 
Dyad 1 (1) 1 46 188 12 371 7 0 48 0 
2 45 117 26 400 5 7 69 0 
3 42 161 45 349 2 0 71 0 
Dyad 6 (2) 1 412 90 9 193 18 0 0 0 
2 258 89 82 202 41 14 36 0 
3 301 91 106. 195 20 0 5 0 
Dyad 2 (2) 1 27 195 60 304 25 86 0 0 
2 29 105 141 341 4 72 6 0 
3 24 150 104 315 29 59 2 0 
Dyad 5 (3) 1 37 122 65 545 0 149 113 0 
2 32 84 85 534 0 167 121 0 
3 21 78 108 593 17 121 81 0 
Dyad 3 (3) 1 66 88 431 338 68 0 42 27 
2 41 30 520 408 0 7 28 29 
3 46 32 443 471 19 0 20 28 
Tasks: 
1= Relationship: 2= Teaching: 3= Counselling: 4= Consulting 
5= Evaluation: 6= Prof. /Ethical: 7= Administrative: 8= Other 
Table 6: 2 
180 
Table 6.3. shows the percentage agreement on each of the tasks over the six tapes for 
each combination of raters: 
Raters I and 2 Raters 1 and 3 Raters 2 and 3 
Relationship : 72% 76% 95% 
Teaching : 64% 79% 81 % 
Counselling : 65% 70% 93% 
Consulting : 99% 99% 99% 
Evaluation : 55% 82% 67% 
Prof. /Ethical : 99% 80% 81% 
Administrative : 83% 90% 75% 
Other : 99% 99% 99% 
Table 6.3. 
6.5. PROCEDURES 
6.5.1. Overall Procedures 
A request was formulated for supervisory dyads to tape their supervision sessions over 
the course of 1 year and allow access to these tapes for analysis (Appendix 10). 
Letters were sent to a number of counselling training agencies inviting experienced 
supervisors to tape sessions. Initially, an effort was made to arrive at an equal 
number of practitioners from two counselling orientations. This would have allowed 
comparison between the orientations and the tasks used. However, this proved 
impossible because of the lack of responses from volunteers, even though advertising 
took place in the British Association for Counselling journal, at the Standing 
Conference on the Advancement of Training and Supervision (SCATS), and in writing 
to particular groups and Institutes. Supervisors from psychoanalytic and 
psychodynamic approaches were particularly reluctant to allow taping of supervisory 
sessions. 
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Supervisory dyads filled in an initial form (Appendix 11) giving demographic 
information as well as length of training and orientation (in the case of supervisors) 
and length of counselling training (in the instance of supervisees). Each supervisor and 
supervisee was asked to fill in a short "Post Session Questionnaire" (Appendix 12) 
after each taped supervisory session. This indicated whether the session was a fairly 
typical session or an unusual one in the view of the participants. If the session was 
coded by either participant as untypical, it was not transcribed and/or coded. 
Overall seven supervisory dyads completed taping sessions over the course of a year. 
One set of tapes (Dyad No. 7) proved incapable of being transcribed due to poor 
recording, and were therefore not used. Thus, six dyads provided usable tapes from 
ongoing supervision sessions resulting in 94 supervisory sessions. 
It was decided, because of the amount of material, to use tapes from different periods 
of the supervision for data analysis, rather than try to work with the full data set. 
6.5.2 Sa=g 
There is a small literature on sampling sections of a whole data set rather than the full 
set (Beutler, Johnson, Neville, and Workman, 1973; Kiesler, 1971; Kiesler, 1973; 
Lambert and Hill, 1994; Rogers, Gendlin, Kiesler and Truax, 1967). This can be 
divided into sampling within sessions and sampling across sessions; since this study 
will concentrate on the latter, the literature reviewing sampling across sessions was 
considered. 
Analyzing full data sets can be expensive both in terms of time and money. 
Transcribing 94 one-hour supervisory sessions and coding all them would take 
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substantial time and expense. The question that requires answering is how many 
sessions, and which ones, need analysis to obtain a representative portion of the full 
data set (Lambert and Hill, 1994). Part of the problem in considering literature in 
this area is that all of it is written within the context of counselling and 
psychotherapy. The generalisability to supervision is debatable. The counselling 
literature on sampling (Lambert and Hill, 1994) full sessions from a data set warns, 
rightly, that variables such as theoretical orientation, the stage of therapy, the 
problem/s being discussed within therapy, are all factors that could make certain 
sessions unrepresentative of the full data set. Clients sometimes regress before 
moving ahead, in psychodynamic work there is often a "negative transference" stage. 
it is hard to gauge how many of these issues are applicable to supervision which is 
more of an "educational" rather than a "counselling" domain. It may well be that the 
progression within supervision is more even and straight than within counselling. 
However, until there is further evidence it seems safest to follow the guidelines from 
counselling research, although caution is recommended. 
In summary, there are no clear guidelines to facilitate sampling from a full 
supervisory set. As a way of dealing with these issues within counselling and 
psychotherapy, Lambert and Hill (1994), from their overview, make a 
recommendation: 
On the basis of our experience, we recommend that if researchers wish 
to generalise to stages of treatment across entire cases, they sample at 
least two complete adjacent sessions from the beginning, middle, and 
end of treatment (p. 98). 
Sampling in this study has taken two of these suggestions viz., taking complete 
sessions and taking them from the beginning, middle, and end of treatment. Instead 
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of using "at least two adjacent sessions", to deal with the lack of session 
representativeness, it was decided to ask supervisor and supervisee to fill in a post- 
session questionnaire indicating whether or not, in their view, the session was 
"typical" or "untypical". Typical was outlined as " (following) the usual outline and 
format that has characterised our supervision sessions together", and untypical defined 
as "not follow (ing) our usual pattern. the session was different in that we changed 
the structure to deal with a specific issue or something happened to change roles or 
context" (Appendix 12). If either participant circled the "untypical" box they were 
asked to explain why they saw the session as different. Where post-session report 
forms were completed, then tapes were used for analysis only when they had been 
rated as typical by both participants. Appendix 15 shows the number of supervisory 
sessions, the number taped, and how these were rated by supervisors and supervisees 
on the post-session rating form. 
In accord with Lambert and Hill (1984) tapes were chosen from the beginning, 
middle, and end of the full supervisory set. There is a small literature on the effects 
of taping on session, again within the counselling literature, which is somewhat 
inconclusive (Carmichael, 1966; Gelso, 1973,1974; Kiesler, 1973). In brief, there 
is little evidence that taping sessions affects outcome, and hence little evidence that 
the taped sessions were in anyway different from the ones that were not taped. The 
full supervisory set was divided numerically into three sections, representing 
beginning, middle and end of supervision. Tapes were chosen as close to the middle 
of these three sections as possible where it was indicated by both participants that the 
session was a "typical" one. In retrospect, this was not the best way to get a 
representative sample for this particular study. Lambert and Hill (1994) make the 
point that the amount that should be sampled depends on the "question that one is 
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asking" (p. 98), and this criterion ought also to be applied to the sessions chosen. 
Since the question being asked in this study revolves around movement in the tasks 
over the course of supervision then sessions as widely apart as possible would be more 
representative. Hence, the earliest possible taped session (marked untypical by both), 
and the latest session (again marked untypical by both) would have been the best 
selection, with the middle tape being as central to those two extremes as possible. 
This would have given the widest possible time to assess movement of tasks. 
However, the tapes chosen should still give a representative value to the overall 
supervision, even if not as broad as it could be. 
Supervision sessions were taped over different periods of time across the dyads: Dyad 
I over eight months; Dyad 2 over 13 months; Dyad 3 over six months; Dyad 4 
over 13 months; Dyad 5 over 10 months, and Dyad 6 over 16 months (Table 6.2). 
Movement can be monitored within each dyad and conclusions drawn but it is difficult 
to compare or generalise across dyads with assurance to supervisory relationships. 
Transcripts were made for each of these 18 audio tapes. These transcripts were then 
checked individually against the original tapes. 
Table 6.4. presents the number of sessions held during the year by each supervisory 
dyad, how many were successfully audio-taped, and the sessions chosen for 
transcribing and analysis. 
Dyad Number Number of No. taped Sessions chosen for 
sessions transcript 
1 16 13 3,7,12. 
2 24 24 5,13122 
3 14 10 2,8,13 
4 18 11 3,7,11. 
5 17 15 5,10,15. 
6 24 21 5,12,21 
Table 6.4. 
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6.6. RESULTS 
6.6.1 Introduction 
The following section (6.6.2. ) will present two tables for each of the six dyads. The 
full tables presenting utterances within each dyad over the three selected tapes (Early, 
Middle, Late) and across the seven tasks of supervision are included in Appendix 14. 
Appendix 17 presents the frequency, percentages, and totals of utterances for each 
task over the three tapes of each dyad. Chi square tests for comparing proportions 
was carried out on Dyads 1-6 to look for associations between the proportion of 
utterances made by the supervisor/ supervisee and the stage of supervision (Early, 
Middle, Late Tape) in which these occurred. The proportions (and chi-square) are 
included in the text for each dyad. The percentage total after each of the utterances 
is calculated from the overall utterances for that participant in the session. Section 
6.6.3. will present tables summarising results across dyads. 
6.6.2. Results within Dvads. 
6.6.2.1. DYAD1. 
Table 6.5. presents the percentage of tasks 1) overall, 2) for the supervisor and, 3) 
for the supervisee in Dyad 1. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Administration (47.2%) Administration (50.9%) Administration (34.3%) 
2. Consultation (25.0%) Consultation (17.9%) Consultation (27.4%) 
3. Counselling (11.9%) Teaching (13.0%) Counselling (11.0%) 
4. Teaching (11.2%) Relationship (9.5%) Teaching (10.2%) 
5. Relationship (4.41) Counselling (8.0%) Relationship (2.7%) 
6. Evaluation (0.3%) Evaluation (0.8%) Evaluation (0.2%) 
7. Prof. /Ethical (0.0%) Prof. /Ethical (0.0%) Prof. /Ethical (0.0%) 
8. Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) 
Table 6.5 
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Table 6.6. presents the percentage proportion of utterances for each task throughout 
the three tapes in Dyad 1 (plus chi-square tests for proportions): a) overall, b) for the 
supervisor and, c) for the supervisee. 
a) overall 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
Relationship 6.9 4.6 1.2 
Teaching 28.0 3.4 2.5 
Counselling 1.8 24.4 6.2 
Consultation 55.2 0 24.5 
Evaluation 1.0 0 0 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 0 
Administration 7.1 67.6 65.7 
b) The supervisor: 
23.15 
282.90 
203.90 
594.86 
14.32 
644.14 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Task 
Relationship 16.5 8.4 3.5 15.16 
Teaching 20.9 12.6 4.9 17.01 
Counselling 1.9 13.6 6.3 17.60 
Consultation 51.3 0 7.7 176.76 
Evaluation 2.5 0 0 9.11 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 0. 0 
Administration 7.0 65.4 77.6 180.96 
c) The supervisee: 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Task 
Relationship 3.9 3.2 0.4 11.51 
Teaching 30.2 0 1.7 312.86 
Counselling 1.8 28.4 6.1 195.64 
Consultation 56.4 0 30.1 441.37 
Evaluation 0.6 0 0 5.92 (not sign) 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 0 0 
Administration 7.3 68.4 61.7 471.99 
Table 6.6. 
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Chi-square tests for differences in more than two proportions (Fleiss, 1981: 139) 
were carried out on the proportion of utterances within each task over the three tapes 
for Dyad 1. Test statistics had 2 degrees of freedom (anything over 5.99 is 
statistically significant). A statistically significant chi-square would indicate that the 
proportions were different across the three tapes. For this dyad in all three categories 
(overall, the supervisor, and the supervisee) significant change takes place throughout 
all tasks, except the evaluation task for the supervisee (chi-square = 5.92), though the 
latter is extremely close to being significant. 
The talk proportions in Dyad 1 are approximately one quarter (25.2%) supervisor and 
three-quarters supervisee (74.8%). 
The relationship task decreases significantly over the three tapes for both supervisor 
(chi-square = 15.16) and supervisee (chi-square = 11.51) and overall (chi-square = 
23.15). There are five times as many utterances on relationship by both supervisor and 
supervisee in the Early Tape as during the Late Tape. The relationship task comes 
fifth (overall and supervisee) and fourth (supervisor) in the frequency of tasks used. 
Supervisor and supervisee use roughly the same number of utterances (49/41), but 
the supervisor percentage is much higher (9.5%) as against the supervisees (2.7%). 
The teaching task also drops quite significantly for the three elements, overall (chi- 
square = 282.90), supervisor (chi-square = 17.01), and supervisee (chi-square = 
312.86), with a large amount of the Early Tape (20.9% for supervisor and 30.2% for 
supervisee) being taken up with the teaching task. This drops to 4.9% for the 
supervisor and 1.7% for the supervisee in the Late Tape. The teaching task for this 
dyad comes fourth overall in frequency amongst the tasks, fourth for the supervisee 
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and third for the supervisor. 
The Middle Tape is particularly high on the counselling task (28.4% for the 
supervisee and 13.6% for the supervisor), with the Early and Late Tapes relatively 
low. The frequency of the counselling task increases significantly over the period of 
supervision overall (chi-square, = 203.68) and for the supervisor (chi-square = 
17.60) and supervisee (195.64). The counselling task is third on the seven task 
frequency overall, third for the supervisee and fifth for the supervisor. 
The consultation task decreases significantly over the course of the three tapes overall 
(chi-square = 594.86), and for both supervisor (chi-square = 176.76) and supervisee 
(chi-square = 441.37), with the Middle Tape having no consultative utterances at all. 
Consultation is the second most frequently used of all the tasks both overall and for 
both participants. 
The evaluation task of supervision is only used in the Early tape with no utterances 
at all in either Middle or Late Tapes. This slight usage makes it sixth in frequency 
use overall, and for supervisor and supervisee. Two are significant: overall (chi- 
square = 14.32), and supervisor (chi-square = 9.11), with the supervisee not 
significant (chi-square = 5.92). 
The professional/ethical task has no utterances in any of the tapes. 
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The administrative task shows the largest increase of all over the three Tapes and in 
all categories with the Late Tape having 77.6% administrative utterances for the 
supervisor, 61.7 % for the supervisee, and 68.7 % overall. The Middle Tape is very 
close to the same percentage especially for supervisee and overall. Chi-square showed 
a significant change in this task (chi-square = 644.14) overall, and for the supervisor 
(chi-square = 180.96), and the supervisee (chi-square = 471.99) This task is the 
most frequently used overall, and by both supervisor and supervisee. 
This dyad uses the administrative task most frequently followed by the consultative 
task. Evaluation and professional/ethical are the least-used tasks with counselling, 
teaching, and the relationship as middle-used tasks 
The Late Tape is divided into two sections: one, the first section, deals with issues 
emerging from the training course (administrative task) and the second section reviews 
work with a client (consultation). The Early Tape is mostly consultation with a strong 
teaching element as secondary; the Middle Tape is highly administrative with a strong 
counselling element involved, and the Late Tape is very highly administrative with a 
strong consultative aspect in the second section. 
Amongst dyads this is the only couple where the administrative task plays such an 
important role, accounting for almost 50% of the time spent together. 
In keeping with the hypothesis there is significant change within all the tasks over 
time. 
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6.6.2.2. DYAD 2. 
Table 6.7. presents the frequency and percentage of tasks 1) overall, 2) for the 
supervisor and, 3) for the supervisee in Dyad 2. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Consultation (59.6%) 
2. Teaching (15.4%) 
3. Counselling (11.0%) 
4. Prof. /Ethical (5.7%) 
5. Relationship (4.0%) 
6. Evaluation (3.2%) 
7. Adainistration (1.2%) 
8. Other (0.2%) 
Consultation (36.5%) Consultation (69.4%) 
Teaching (29.5%) Counselling (10.4%) 
Counselling (12.2%) Teaching (9.5%) 
Relationship (7.6%) Prof. /Ethical (4.5%) 
Prof. /Ethical (7.2%) Relationship (2.5%) 
Evaluation (6.9%) Evaluation (1.6%) 
Administration (0.4%) Administration (1.5%) 
Other (0.1%) Other (0.2%) 
Table 6.7. 
Table 6.8. presents the percentage proportion of utterances for each task throughout 
the three tapes in Dyad 2 (plus chi-square tests for proportions), a) overall, b) for the 
supervisor and, c) for the supervisee. 
a) Overall. 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
Relationship 4.5 3.9 3.8 0.55 (not sign) 
Teaching 11.3 28.0 9.2 120.87 
Counselling 21.5 8.6 4.3 129.88 
Consultation 57.1 46.3 74.0 154.24 
Evaluation 2.6 3.6 3.4 1.33 (not sign) 
Prof. /Ethical 3.0 12.3 1.8 120.73 
Administration 0 0 3.1 44.37 
b) The supervisor: 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Task 
Relationship 9.2 9.0 4.6 4.46 (not sign) 
Teaching 20.2 36.9 31.2 16.02 
Counselling 23.2 8.6 5.1 40.15 
Consultation 39.1 26.2 43.5 16.80 
Evaluation 3.5 6.0 11.0 10.52 
Prof. /Ethical 5.3 13.3 2.9 20.77 
Administration 0 0 1.3 5.86 (not sign) 
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c) The supervisee: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
Early 
----------- 
Middle 
-------- --- 
Late (critical value = 5.99) 
------------- 
Task 
--- -- - ---------- ---------------------------- 
Relationship 2.4 1.3 3.5 5.71 (not sign) 
Teaching 7.3 23.5 1.5 159.57 
Counselling 20.8 8.6 4.0 89.29 
Consultation 64.8 52.4 84.6 142.53 
Evaluation 2.2 2.4 0.7 5.84 (not sign) 
Prof. /Ethical 2.0 11.9 1.3 81.84 
Administration 0 0 3.7 36.37 
Table 6.8. 
Chi-square tests for differences in more than two proportions (Fleiss, 1991) show the 
relationship and evaluation tasks were not significant overall. This was the same for 
the supervisee, with the relationship and administration tasks not significant for the 
supervisor. 
In this supervisory dyad (Dyad 2) the supervisee utterances account for approximately 
two-thirds of the supervisory time (67/6%) with the supervisor using one-third 
(32.4%). 
There is not a lot of time spent on relationship issues throughout the three tapes, and 
there is no significant change over time (chi-square = . 55) overall, for the supervisor 
(chi- square = 4.46), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 5.71). The task features 
as fifth overall, fourth for the supervisor and fifth for the supervisee in the frequency 
table. 
The supervisor is high on teaching with about one third of utterances in the teaching 
mode (29.5%). The supervisee teaching utterances are substantially less. 
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Teaching increases significantly in the Middle Tape over the Early tape and then 
reverts in the Late Tape to levels very similar to the Early Tape. The teaching task 
comes second overall, second for the supervisor, and third for the supervisee in 
frequency. Chi-square tests indicate significance overall (120.87), for the supervisor 
(chi-square = 16.02), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 159.57). 
The counselling task is used almost identically (percentage wise) by both supervisor 
and supervisee, amounting to around one tenth (11 %) of the supervisory time. There 
is a marked and significant decrease in utterances throughout the three Tapes from 
21.5% in the Early Tape, to 8.6% in the Middle Tape, to 4.3% in the Late Tape. 
The counselling task comes third (overall), third (supervisor), and second (supervisor), 
with significance overall (chi-square = 129.88), for supervisor (chi-square = 40.15), 
and for supervisee (chi-square = 89.29). 
The consultation task is the one most used by both, with the supervisee involved over 
two thirds of the supervisory time (69.4%) and the supervisor using slightly over one 
third (36.5 %) of time. There is a decrease in the Middle Tape for both supervisor and 
supervisee and then a large increase for both in the Late Tape. Chi-square shows a 
significant increase over time on all three areas: overall (chi-square = 154.24), for 
supervisor (chi-square = 16.80), and supervisee (chi-square = 142.53). The 
consultation task comes first in frequency overall, and for both participants. 
The evaluation task is used sparingly (overall 3.2%) and much more (percentage) by 
the supervisor than by the supervisee. Utterances increase for the supervisor over the 
three tapes, but decrease for the supervisee after remaining similar for the first two 
tapes. There is no significant change over time overall (chi-square = 1.33), or for 
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the supervisee (chi-square = 5.84), but there is significant change for the supervisor 
(chi-square = 10.52). The evaluation task comes sixth in all three categories: 
overall, for the supervisor and for the supervisee. 
Reviewing professional/ethical issues is again low, coming fourth in overall 
frequency, and fifth and fourth for supervisor and supervisee respectively. However, 
the middle tape is much higher than either the other two, and significant change does 
take place because of it: overall (chi-square = 120.73), supervisor (chi-square = 
20.77), and supervisee (chi-square = 81.84). 
The administration task is used sparingly by both participants with no utterances in 
either of the first two tapes and a small amount in the third tape. It comes seventh 
overall, and seventh for both supervisor and supervisee. 
The consultation task is the one most used by this dyad. The administration task is 
the least used, with evaluation playing a small but not significant role in the normal 
supervisory session. 
The Early Tape is strongly consultative with the counselling task playing a major role. 
The Middle Tape is again strongly consultative with the teaching role by the 
supervisor very high. The Late Tape is very strongly consultation based with a further 
strong teaching input by the supervisor. 
The hypothesis for this study predicted that the proportion of utterances within tasks 
would change over the duration of supervision. Chi-square shows that significant 
change does take place in all but the relationship and evaluation tasks overall, is 
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similar for the supervisee, with the relationship and administration tasks being non- 
significant for the supervisor. 
6.6.2.3. DYAD 
Table 6.9. presents the frequency and percentage of tasks 1) overall, 2) for the 
supervisor and, 3) for the supervisee in Dyad 3. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Counselling (38.9%) Counselling (31.8%) Counselling (42.2%) 
2. Consultation (35.3%) Teaching (28.0%) Consultation (31.5%) 
3. Teaching (16.8%) Relationship (17.0%) Teaching (11.5%) 
4. Relationship (9.0%) Consultation (12.5%) Administration (5.5%) 
5. Administration (4.9%) Evaluation (3.7%) Relationship (5.2%) 
6. Evaluation (2.7%) Administration (3.7%) Evaluation (2.3%) 
7. Other (2.3%) Other (3.3%) Other (1.9%) 
8. Prof. /Ethical (0.0%) Prof. /Ethical (0.0%) Prof. /Ethical (0.0%) 
Table 6.9. 
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Table 6.10. presents the percentage proportion of utterances for each task throughout 
the three tapes in Dyad 3 (plus chi-square tests for proportions), a) overall, b) for the 
supervisor and, c) for the supervisee. 
a) Overall 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
Relationship 5.6 15.1 6.2 63.89 
Teaching 5.4 36.4 8.3 390.00 
Counselling 72.5 7.6 40.6 778.72 
Consultation 4.3 36.3 32.0 276.77 
Evaluation 0 1.0 6.4 88.46 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 0 
Administration 7.5 3.7 4.0 17.20 
b) The supervisor: 
Tape 12 
Early Middle 
-------------------------------------- 
3 Chi-Square 
Late (critical value = 5.99) 
------------------------------------ 
Task 
Relationship 10.2 26.9 11.0 41.10 
Teaching 9.8 42.9 27.0 84.32 
Counselling 69.1 7.8 25.9 275.18 
Consultation 0.4 15.7 20.2 55.79 
Evaluation 0 2.5 8.9 32.90 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 0 0 
Administration 1.5 4.2 5.3 6.19 
c) The supervisee: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
------------- 
Early 
-------------- 
Middle 
-------------- 
Late 
---------- 
(critical value = 5.99) 
--- 
Task 
-------------------------- 
Relationship 3.3 7.9 4.5 13.19 
Teaching 3.1 32.4 1.5 366.83 
Counselling 74.2 7.5 46.0 522.42 
Consultation 6.2 48.8 36.2 250.92 
Evaluation 0 0 5.5 63.92 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 0 0 
Administration 10.6 3.4 3.5 38.72 
Table 6.10. 
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Chi-square tests demonstrate significance for all tasks overall, and for both supervisor 
and supervisee. 
The division of utterances between supervisor and supervisee is roughly one third to 
two thirds (32.4% for the supervisor and 67.6% for the supervisee). 
The relationship task is fairly close on the Early and Late Tapes for both supervisor 
and supervisee, with a large jump in percentage of utterances by the supervisor, in 
particular, in the Middle Tape (26.9%) and the overall being 15.1 % on the Middle 
Tape. This task comes fourth overall in frequency, third for the supervisor and fifth 
for the supervisee. There is significant change overall (chi-square = 63.89), for the 
supervisor (chi-square = 41.10), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 13.19). 
The teaching task increases for both supervisor and overall, but decreases for the 
supervisee. The Middle Tape is particularly strong on teaching (36.4% overall, 
42.9% for the supervisor, and 32.4% for the supervisee). The teaching task comes 
third overall, third for the supervisee, and second for the supervisor. There is 
significant change overall (chi-square = 390.00), for the supervisor (chi-square = 
84.32), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 366.83). 
The counselling task is high on both Early and Late tapes, with a large decrease in the 
Middle Tape. Overall there is a decrease in the use of the counselling task for 
supervisor, supervisee, and overall. This could well be due to the extremely high 
level of counselling talk in the Early Tape (69.1 % for the supervisor and 74.2 % for 
the supervisee). The counselling task plays a large part in the working of this dyad, 
being number one task for all three elements: overall, supervisor and supervisee. 
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There is significant change over time overall (chi-square = 778.72), for the 
supervisor (chi-square = 275.18), and for the supervisee (chi- square = 522.42). 
The consultative task increases between the Early Tape and the Middle Tape, and 
remains constant between Middle and Late Tapes. There is significant change overall 
(chi-square = 276.77), for the supervisor (chi-square = 55.79), and for the 
supervisee (chi-square = 250.92). The consultative task comes second overall in 
frequency, second by the supervisee, and fourth for the supervisor. 
The evaluation task has no utterances in the Early Tape, and the Middle Tape contains 
utterances for the supervisor but not the supervisee, with the supervisee engaging in 
the evaluation task in the Late Tape (5.5%). Its small number of utterances overall 
put it in sixth place for supervisee and overall in frequency, and fifth place for the 
supervisor. There is significant change over time (chi-square = 88.46) overall, for 
the supervisor (chi-square = 32.90), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 63.92). 
There were no Professional/ethical utterances on any of the Tapes. 
The administrative task increases for the supervisor and decreases for the supervisee 
over the course of supervision. Overall it decreases in the Middle Tape and increases 
slightly again in the Late Tape. It comes fifth overall in frequency, fifth for the 
supervisee, and sixth for the supervisor. There is significant change (chi-square = 
17.20) overall, for the supervisor (chi-square = 6.19), and for the supervisee (chi- 
square = 38.72). 
The Early Tape emphasises the counselling task, the Middle Tape the 
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consultative/teaching tasks, and the Late Tape is high on counselling with a strong 
teaching/consulting trend. 
In keeping with the hypothesis there is significant change over time for the seven 
tasks. 
6.6.2.4 DYAD4 
Table 6.11. presents the frequency and percentage of tasks 1) overall, 2) for the 
supervisor and, 3) for the supervisee in Dyad 4. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Consultation (68.1%) Consultation (52.0%) Consultation (70.0%) 
2. Counselling (19.8%) Counselling (21.0%) Counselling (19.8%) 
3. Administration (3.5%) Teaching (9.5%) Administration (3.5%) 
4. Teaching (2.6%) Relationship (5.8%) Teaching (2.6%) 
5. Relationship (2.3%) Administration (5.2%) Relationship (2.0%) 
6. Evaluation (1.9%) Evaluation (5.0%) Evaluation (1.9%) 
7. prof. /Ethical (1.7%) Prof. /Ethical (1.5%) Prof. /Ethical (1.7%) 
8. Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) Other (0.0&) 
Table 6.11. 
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Table 6.12. presents the percentage proportion of utterances for each task throughout 
the three tapes in Dyad 4 (plus chi-square tests for proportions), a) overall b) for the 
supervisor and c) for the supervisee. 
a) Overall. 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
Relationship 1.4 0.35 4.9 61.07 
Teaching 1.1 2.0 4.56 30.17 
Counselling 20.6 19.3 19.4 0.68 (not sign. ) 
Consultation 69.4 73.6 62.1 37.52 
Evaluation 0 3.3 2.2 34.86 
Prof. /Ethical 4.20 0 1.1 61.85 
Administration 3.4 1.3 5.7 33.36 
b) The supervisor: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
------------- 
Early 
-------------- 
Middle 
-------------- 
Late 
--------- 
(critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
- ------------------- --------- 
Relationship 7.9 1.8 7.9 4.90 (not sign) 
Teaching 1.8 20.0 6.9 22.75 
Counselling 28.9 21.8 10.9 10.63 
Consultation 53.5 45.5 57.4 3.18 (not sign) 
Evaluation 0 7.3 7.9 9.14 
Prof. /Ethical 2.6 0 2.0 2.75 (not sign) 
Administration 5.3 3.6 6.9 1.53 (not sign) 
c) The supervisee: 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Task 
Relationship 0.6 0.2 4.6 69.59 
Teaching 1.0 0.1 4.4 58.60 
Counselling 19.6 19.1 20.1 0.39 (not sign) 
Consultation 71.2 76.7 60.5 52.61 
Evaluation 0 2.9 1.7 27.82 
Prof. /Ethical 4.3 0 1.1 60.93 
Administration 3.2 1.1 5.6 33.97 
Table 6.12 
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Chi-square tests indicated that only the counselling task was not significant overall, 
and for the supervisee, with four tasks not significant for the supervisor (relationship, 
consultation, professional/ethical, and administration). 
In Dyad four supervisee utterances account for over nine-tenths of the supervision 
time (90.7 %) with the supervisor talking 9.3 %. This is the lowest amount of 
supervisor talk throughout the six dyads. 
Within the relationship task, which takes up 2.3% of all utterances, the supervisor 
talks with exactly the same percentage frequency (7.9%) in the Early and Late Tapes, 
with a decrease in the Middle Tape. The supervisee talks very little about the 
relationship in the Early and Middle Tapes and much more in comparison (4.6%) in 
the final tape. There is a significant change over time overall (chi-square = 61.07), 
and for the supervisee (chi-square = 69.59), but not for the supervisor (chi-square 
4.90) . 
The relationship task comes fifth overall in frequency, fourth for the 
supervisor, and fifth for the supervisee. 
There is very low teaching throughout these tapes. One fifth of all supervisor 
utterances in the Middle Tape are teaching task utterances, but this is the highest the 
supervisor goes, reverting to 6.9% in the Late Tape. Although low, the teaching task 
changes significantly overall (chi-square = 30.17), for the supervisor (chi-square = 
22.75), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 58.60). It comes fourth in frequency 
overall and for the supervisee, and third for the supervisee. 
The counselling task is very consistent across both supervisor and supervisee, 
accounting for about one fifth of their supervisory time. It comes second in frequency 
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overall, and for supervisor and supervisee. There is a decrease across the three tapes 
for the counselling utterances of the supervisor (from 28.9% (Early Tape) through 
21.8% (Middle Tape) to 10.9% (Later Tape). The supervisee counselling utterances 
are remarkably similar throughout all tapes (19.6%, 19.1 %, and 20.1). There is no 
significant change overall (chi-square = 0.68), or for the supervisee (chi-square = 
0.39), but there is significant change for the supervisee (chi-square = 10.63). 
The consulting task is the highest task used in frequency overall, for the supervisor 
and for the supervisee with a mammoth 68.1 % of the time taken up in this mode. 
There is a drop in consulting utterances by the supervisor in the Middle Tape, rising 
again in the Late Tape, and a drop by the Supervisee in the Late Tape. Overall there 
is significant change (chi-square = 37.54), with significant change for the supervisee 
(chi-square =52.61), but not for the supervisor (chi-square = 3.18). 
The evaluation task is not used in the Early Tape, and overall there is a decrease 
between its use in the Middle and Late Tapes (from 3.3 %-2.2 %). This is consistent 
with the supervisee's use of evaluation utterances which drops between the Middle and 
Late Tapes (2.9 %-1.7 %), but not with the supervisor utterances which increase very 
slightly in the same Tapes (from 7.3% - 7.9%). There is significant change overall 
(chi-square = 34.86), for the supervisor (chi-square = 9.14), and for the supervisee 
(chi-square = 27.82). The evaluation task comes sixth in frequency overall, and for 
both supervisor and supervisee. 
The professional/ethical task is used infrequently here (1.7 % overall), is not used at 
all in the Middle Tape. There is a significant change overall (chi-square = 61.85), 
for the supervisee (chi-square = 60.90), but not for the supervisor (chi-square = 
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2.75). The professional/ethical is the least used of all the tasks for this dyad coming 
seventh overall, and seventh for supervisor and supervisee. 
There is an overall increase in the use of the administration task from 3.4% (Early 
Tape) to 5.7% (Late Tape), but drops in the Middle Tape for both supervisor and 
supervisee. There is a significant change over all (chi-square = 33.36), for the 
supervisee (chi-square = 33.97), but not for the supervisor (chi-square = 1.53). This 
task comes third overall in frequency, fifth for the supervisor and third for the 
supervisee. 
In all three tapes the consultation and counselling tasks take up the vast majority of 
time, with the other tasks playing minor roles. 
The Early Tape is very consultative with a strong counselling backup., the Middle 
Tape is again consultative with a secondary counselling and teaching mode by both 
the supervisor and supervisee. The Late Tape has a high consultative factor with a 
secondary counsellor task by supervisee. 
The hypothesis indicates that there will be significant changes in tasks throughout the 
course of supervision. This has happened in all the tasks except counselling overall 
and for the supervisee, but three are four tasks for supervisor where no significant 
change takes place. 
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6.6.2.5. DYADS. 
Table 6.13. presents the frequency and percentage of tasks 1) overall, 2) for the 
supervisor and 3) for the supervisee in Dyad 5. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Consultation (67.0%) Consultation (45.6%) Consultation (72.2%) 
2. Teaching (10.6%) Teaching (25.5%) Administration (7.9%) 
3. Administration (8.1%) Administration (9.1%) Counselling (7.1%) 
4. Counselling (7.1%) Prof. /Ethical (7.9%) Teaching (7.0%) 
5. Prof. /Ethical (4.6%) Counselling (7.4%) Prof. /Ethical (3.8%) 
6. Relationship (2.1%) Relationship (3.6%) Relationship (1.8%) 
7. Evaluation (0.2%) Evaluation (0.5%) Evaluation (0.1%) 
8. Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) 
Table 6.13. 
Table 6.14. presents the percentage proportion of utterances for each task throughout 
the three tapes in Dyad 5 (plus chi-square tests for proportions), a) overall b) for the 
supervisor and c) for the supervisee. 
a) Overall 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
Relationship 1.4 1.6 3.6 14.33 
Teaching 10.7 9.4 11.8 3.24 (not sign) 
Counselling 6.7 8.5 6.3 4.19 (not sign) 
Consultation 69.2 78.8 52.9 159.42 
Evaluation 0.4 0.1 0 5.94 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 14.5 331.85 
Administration 11.5 1.4 11.0 90.35 
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b) The supervisor: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
------------- 
Early 
-------------- 
Middle 
-------------- 
Late 
---------- 
(critical value = 5.99) 
------------ ----- ----- -- 
Task 
- --- - 
Relationship 3.4 2.5 4.8 1.58 (not sign) 
Teaching 29.0 22.2 25.1 2.46 (not sign) 
Counselling 6.8 10.1 5.6 3.29 (not sign) 
Consultation 47.8 61.1 30.3 41.41 
Evaluation 1.0 0.5 0 2.18 (not sign) 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 21.6 95.14 
Administration 11.6 2.5 12.6 15.21 
c) The supervisee: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
------------- 
Early 
-------------- 
Middle 
-------------- 
Late 
---------- 
(critical value = 5.99) 
---------- -- - 
Task 
----------- ----- 
Relationship 1.0 1.3 3.3 13.56 
Teaching 6.8 6.3 8.0 1.98 (not sign) 
Counselling 6.7 8.1 6.5 1.91 (not sign) 
Consultation 73.8 83.1 59.4 114.93 
Evaluation 0.3 0 0 5.00 (not sign) 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 12.4 229.69 
Administration 11.4 1.1 10.5 75.97 
Table 6.14. 
Chi-square tests indicate that only the teaching and counselling tasks were not 
significant overall. Four tasks were not significant for the supervisor (teaching, 
counselling, consultation, and evaluation), and three were not significant for the 
supervisee (teaching, counselling, and evaluation). 
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The talk proportions within Dyad 5 were approximately 4: 1 i. e. the supervisor talked 
about one-fifth of the time (19.7%) to the four-fifths of the supervisee (80.3%). 
Within the relationship task there was an increase overall from the Early tape (1.4%) 
to the Late Tape (3.6%) and similar increases in supervisor and supervisee 
relationship utterances. Supervisory talk for both participants decreases in the Middle 
Tape. The supervisor talked about the supervisory relationship more than did the 
supervisee. The relationship task comes sixth overall in frequency, and sixth for 
supervisor and supervisee. There is significant change overall (chi-square = 14.34), 
and for the supervisee (chi-square = 13.56), but not for the supervisor (chi-square = 
1.58). 
The teaching task shows no significant change overall (chi-square = 3.24), or for the 
supervisor (chi-square = 2.46), or supervisee (chi-square = 1.98). However, there 
is a very high incidence of supervisor teaching (25.1 %) in comparison with the 
teaching talk of the supervisee (7%). This task comes second overall and by the 
supervisor in frequency, and fourth by the supervisee. 
The counselling task accounts for 7.1 % of supervision time and there is little 
difference in its usage by either participant. There is an increase in use between Early 
and Middle Tapes (from 6.7 %-8.5 %), but this then decreases to 6.3 % in the Late 
Tape. It comes third in frequency for the supervisee, fifth for the supervisor, and 
fourth overall. There is no significant change overall (chi-square = 4.19), or for the 
supervisor (chi-square = 3.29) or the supervisee (chi-square = 1.91). 
The consulting task is the task most used for this dyad coming first overall in 
206 
frequency, and first for supervisor and supervisee. The Middle Tape shows the 
highest frequency (61.1 % Supervisor: 83.1 % supervisee). The Late Tape shows a 
marked decrease in the consultation task when compared with both Early and Middle 
Tapes. The consultation task is used quite a bit more by the supervisee than by the 
supervisor, with this dyad the highest on the use of the consultation task. There is 
significant change overall (chi-square = 159.43), and for the supervisor (chi-square 
= 41.41), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 114.93). 
Evaluation is the task used least of all by supervisor and supervisee (0.2%), and in 
all three categories (supervisor, supervisee, overall) decreases over the three tapes and 
comes seventh by all three in frequency. There is no significant change overall (chi- 
square = 5.94), nor for the supervisor (chi-square = 2.18), or the supervisee (chi- 
square = 5.00). 
The professional/ethical task is not represented at all in the first two tapes and has 
quite a high reading in the Late Tape (21.6% Supervisor; 12.4% Supervisee). This 
high use in one Tape puts it in fifth place overall in frequency use, fourth for the 
supervisor and fifth for the supervisee. There is significant change overall (chi-square 
= 331.85), and for the supervisor (chi-square = 95.14), and for the supervisee (chi- 
square = 229.69). 
The administration task is similar in the Early and Late Tapes (11.5% and 11.0%), 
but decreases substantially in the Middle Tape. It comes third overall in frequency 
and by the supervisor, and second by the supervisee. There is has significant change 
overall (chi-square = 90.35), for the supervisor (chi-square = 15.21), and for the 
supervisee (chi-square = 75.97). 
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For this dyad, the consultation task comes through as the one most frequently engaged 
in by both supervisor and supervisee. The administration task is unusually high, being 
either second or third throughout, even though it accounts for 8.1 % of utterances. 
The evaluation task is lowest on all counts with the relationship second lowest. The 
consultation task is overwhelming high for the supervisee whilst the supervisor 
combines consultation with teaching. 
The Early Tape has strong consultation with a conjoining teaching element by the 
supervisor; the Middle Tape is similar to the Early Tape, and the Late Tape has fairly 
strong consultation with teaching by the supervisor rated high and a backup element 
of administration by the supervisee. 
In respect of the hypothesis, there is significant change in all tasks except teaching and 
counselling for this dyad, with no significant change on four tasks for the supervisor, 
and three tasks for the supervisee. 
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6.6.2.6. DYAD 6. 
Table 6.15. presents the frequency and percentage of tasks 1) overall, 2) for the 
supervisor and, 3) for the supervisee in Dyad 6. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Teaching (25.1%) Teaching (38.5%) Relationship (57.1%) 
2. Consultation (23.3%) Relationship (20.9%) Consultation (26.2%) 
3. Relationship (20.4%) Consultation (19.6%) Teaching (20.0%) 
4. Counselling (17.1%) Administration (8.3%) Counselling (15.5%) 
5. Administration (10.3%) Counselling (6.0%) Administration (11.8%) 6. Evaluation (4.3%) Evaluation (5.0%) Evaluation (3.7%) 
7. Prof. /Ethical (1.6%) Prof. /Ethical (1.0%) Prof. /Ethical (2.0%) 
8. Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) Other (0.0%) 
Table 6.15 
Table 6.16. presents the percentage proportion of utterances for each task throughout 
the three tapes in Dyad 6 (plus chi-square tests for proportions), a) overall, b) for the 
supervisor and, c) for the supervisee. 
a) Overall: 
Tape 123 Chi-Square 
Early Middle Late (critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
Relationship 1.3 57.1 5.5 879.95 
Teaching 21.5 12.5 40.1 163.51 
Counselling 25.9 1.25 23.0 189.69 
Consultation 25.9 26.7 17.8 21.44 
Evaluation 0.8 2.5 9.2 75.27 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 4.5 67.14 
Administration 30.9 0 0 527.85 
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b) The supervisor: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
------------- 
Early 
-------------- 
Middle 
--------------- 
Late 
---------- 
(critical value = 5.99) 
-- 
Task 
- ------------------------ 
Relationship 1.6 55.5 4.9 365.82 
Teaching 41.0 20.4 53.7 80.85 
Counselling 8.7 0.6 8.6 25.67 
Consultation 19.4 20.4 19.0 0.24 (not sign) 
Evaluation 0.6 3.0 10.9 40.49 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 2.9 18.67 
Administration 26.5 0 0 196.39 
c) The supervisee: 
Tape 1 2 3 Chi-Square 
------------- 
Early 
-------------- 
Middle 
-------------- 
Late 
-------- 
(critical value = 5.99) 
Task 
-------------------------- 
Relationship 1.1 58.4 5.1 515.52 
Teaching 8.2 5.7 29.7 121.27 
Counselling 23.6 1.8 33.8 135.39 
Consultation 30.5 32.1 16.9 31.90 
Evaluation 0.9 2.1 7.8 35.03 
Prof. /Ethical 0 0 5.6 48.45 
Administration 34.0 0 0 327.69 
Table 6.16. 
Chi-square tests showed that significant change took place in all tasks overall and for 
the supervisee, with the consultation task being not significant for the supervisor. 
The talk division between supervisor and supervisee is 43.5 % to 56 % in favour of the 
supervisee. This is a supervisor who talks almost as much as the supervisee, which 
is attributable to the high level of the teaching (38.5%) activity in which the 
supervisor engages. The proportion of talk between supervisor and supervisee in this 
dyad is closest over all six dyads. 
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The relationship task has a large number of utterances in the Middle Tape: 55.5 % for 
the supervisor and 58.4% for the supervisee. A large section of this tape looks at the 
supervisory relationship and the practicalities involved. However, leaving aside the 
Middle Tape there is an increase in relationship talk between the Early Tape (1.6% 
for Supervisor and 1.19 for supervisee) and the Late Tape (4.9% for the supervisor 
and 6.1 % for the supervisee). Relationship talk is the most frequently used task by 
the supervisee, number two by the supervisor, and number three overall. There is 
significant change overall (chi square = 879.95), for the supervisor (chi-square = 
365.82), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 515.52). 
The teaching task is high and shows a marked increase between the Early and Late 
Tapes. The Middle Tape shows a marked decrease in teaching utterances. Utterances 
for the supervisor are much higher overall within the teaching task (38.5%) than for 
the supervisee (15.5 %). The teaching task comes first in frequency overall and by 
the supervisor, and third for the supervisee. There is significant change overall (chi- 
square = 163.51), for the supervisor (chi-square = 80.85), and for the supervisee 
(chi-square 121.27). 
The Early and Late Tapes are similar on the counselling task with a decrease in the 
Middle Tape. This task comes fourth in frequency overall and for the supervisee, and 
fifth for the supervisor. There is significant change overall (chi-square = 189.69), 
and for the supervisor (chi-square = 25.67), and for the supervisee (chi-square - 
135.39). 
The consultative task is almost similar in the Early and Middle Tapes, with a decrease 
for both supervisee and overall in the Late Tape, whilst the supervisor remains the 
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same. This task comes second in frequency overall, and for the supervisee, and third 
for the supervisor. Significant change takes place overall (chi-square = 21.44), and 
for the supervisee (chi-square = 31.90), but not for the supervisee (chi-square = 
0.24). 
The evaluation task shows an increase for both supervisor and supervisee over the 
three tapes, with significant change overall (chi-square = 75.27), for the supervisor 
(chi-square = 40.49), and for the supervisee (chi-square = 35.03). This task 
accounts for 4.3 % of utterances and comes sixth in frequency overall, and for both 
supervisor and supervisee. 
The professional/ethical task has no utterances in either the Early or Middle Tapes and 
an increase to 2.9% (supervisor) and 5.6% (supervisee) in the Late Tape. It comes 
seventh in frequency overall, and for both supervisor and supervisee, with significant 
change overall (chi-square = 67.14), and for the supervisor (chi-square = 18.67), 
and the supervisee (chi-square = 48.45). 
The administration task features quite highly in the Early Tape (30.9 % overall; 
26.5 % for the supervisor; 34 % for the supervisee) . However, there are no utterances 
in either the Middle or the Late Tapes. Overall, the large amount of time spent on 
it in the Early Tape positions it fifth in frequency overall, fifth by the supervisee, and 
fourth by the supervisor. There is significant change overall (chi-square = 527.85), 
and for the supervisor (chi-square = 196.39), and the supervisee (327.69). 
The Early Tape is high on the administrative task by both supervisor and supervisee, 
with a high consultation element by both, and strong teaching by the supervisor. 
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The Middle Tape has the relationship task as prominent accompanied by a strong 
consultation factor by both participants and, again, strong teaching by the supervisor. 
The Late Tape is very high on teaching followed by a strong consultation task. 
The hypothesis, indicating that the proportion of utterances will change within tasks, 
is verified over all seven tasks, with only the consultation task for the supervisor 
being not significant. 
6.6.3. Querall Results 
Table 6.17. presents the frequency and percentages of utterances over the six dyads, 
overall, and for supervisor and supervisee. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
Dyad 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
1. 2042 515 (25.2) 1527 (74.8) 
2. 2825 914 (32.4) 1911 (67.6) 
3. 2345 698 (29.8) 1647 (70.2) 
4. 3495 325 (9.3) 3170 (90.7) 
5. 3221 636 (19.7) 2585 (80.3) 
6. 2294 991 (43.2) 1303 (56.8) 
Total 16222 4079 (25.1) 12143 (74.9) 
Table 6.17. 
Even though there is an average of one-third/two-third divide between the talk of 
supervisor and supervisee, there are extremes. The range for supervisors is 9.3% - 
43.2%, and for supervisees from 56.8% - 90.7%. 
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Table 6.18 presents the frequency and percentages of utterances for each task over the 
six dyads. 
Task: 1 2 3 4 5 6 78 
Dyad 
1 90 229 243 510 7 0 963 0 
2 254 475 1098 716 77 0 139 66 
3 95 362 257 1399 75 134 28 5 
4 80 92 690 2383 66 60 124 0 
5 70 343 230 2158 6 149 262 0 
6 576 393 535 98 36 236 15 
Total 1056 2077 2911 7701 329 579 1752 98 
(6.5) (12.8) (17.9) (47.5) (2.0) (3.6) (10.8) (0.5) 
Code for Tasks: 1= Relationship: 2= Teaching; 
3= Counselling :4= Consulting; 
5= Evaluating :6= Prof. /ethical 
7= Adainistration: 5= Other 
Table 6.18. 
A Table representing the percentages, means and range of utterances within each task 
for each dyad for supervisors and supervisees is included in Appendix 17. 
Table 6.19. presents the frequency of utterances within tasks over the six dyads, 
overall, and for supervisors and supervisees. 
Overall Supervisor Supervisee 
1. Consultation (47.5%) 
2. Counselling (17.9%) 
3. Teaching (12.8%) 
4. Adlinistration (10.8%) 
5. Relationship (6.5%) 
6. Evaluation (2.0%) 
7. Prof. /Ethical (1.7%) 
8. other (0.5%) 
1. Consultation (27.25) 
2. Teaching (26.9%) 
3. Counselling (14.41) 
4. Relationship (12.3%) 
5. Adiinistration (11.3%) 
6. Evaluation (3.9%) 
7. Prof. /Ethical (2.9%) 
8. Other (1.1%) 
Table 6.19 
1. Consultation (54.3%) 
2. Counselling (18.6%) 
3. Administration (10.7%) 
4. Teaching (8.0%) 
5. Relationship (4.5%) 
6. Prof. /Ethical (2.1%) 
7. Evaluation (1.4%) 
8. Other (0.4$) 
The overall results show a few trends. First of all, on the frequency of tasks there 
is never more than two slots of difference on any of the dyads between the tasks 
overall, or between the supervisor and supervisee. This shows quite a high degree of 
frequency agreement in what tasks are used in supervision. There is no doubt that 
some tasks are used more frequently than others by certain supervisors and 
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supervisees, but within each dyad the distance is never more than two points within 
the seven overall. 
The overall results indicate that a number of tasks are higher in frequency for one or 
other of the participants over all dyads. The relationship task is used more frequently 
(proportionately) by supervisors than by supervisees in five of the dyads, with the 
sixth dyad sharing the same frequency slot on the seven tasks. The teaching task is 
used more frequently by all six supervisors than supervisees. The counselling task is 
used. more frequently by four of the supervisees and equal in two dyads. In the 
consultation task four dyads are equal with two having the supervisee using the task 
more frequently. The evaluation has five dyads equal with one higher frequency use 
by the supervisor. The professional/ethical task has four equal with one dyad each 
higher for supervisor/supervisee. The administration task has two equal, two higher 
by the supervisor, and two higher by the supervisee. 
There is a significant demonstration of change within tasks in every dyad - however, 
there is no evidence to show a consistent pattern of change between dyads. Chi- 
square tests show that of the 120 tests done (tests overall, for the supervisor and for 
the supervisee), five are non-significant overall (from 40), eleven are non-significant 
for the supervisor (from 40), and six are non-significant for the supervisee (from 40) 
All the others are significant. 
There appears to be some support for the individual character of each 
Supervisor/Supervisee relationship. Patterns are apparent Mdtin dyads rather than 
across dye. 
215 
6.7 DISCUSSION 
6.7.1. Overall Discussion 
The hypothesis surmised that the proportion of utterances within the seven tasks of 
supervision would change over the duration of supervision. This has happened overall 
with significant change taking place within the tasks used. Over the six dyads 
significant change takes place in two dyads over all tasks when supervisor and 
supervisor utterances within tasks are combined. In the other four dyads, the 
relationship task is not significant in one, the teaching task is not significant in one, 
the counselling task is not significant in one, the consulting task is not significant in 
one, the evaluation task is not significant in one. 
Whereas change takes place over time within supervisory tasks the direction of this 
change differs from dyad to dyad, e. g. within the teaching task Dyad 1 decreases 
significantly (chi-square = 282.90) over the tapes, while for Dyad 6 it increases 
significantly (Chi-square = 163.51). There are no trends across the changes within 
any of the tasks. This is against some of the research that found trends in the 
relationship task (Heppner and Roehlke, 1984), in the counselling task (Reisling and 
Daniels, 1983; Worthington, 1984), and in the teaching task (hairs et al. 1983). 
Holloway's (1982) conclusions from an analysis of supervisory tapes indicated "that 
certain repetitive patterns of verbal behaviour occur in the supervisory interview" (p. 
309) may apply when sequential analysis links the content of supervisor and 
supervisee dialogue, but does not apply in this study when patterns are sought within 
the frequency of supervisory tasks themselves. Holloway et al. (1989) in their 
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analysis of discourse in supervision make the point that differences found in 
supervision sessions may be due to the individual style of the supervisor and its 
resultant impact on the supervisee. Certainly, each supervisor in this study had her 
unique style, and whereas they all used almost all of the tasks at least some of the 
time, there seemed little common in the way they used the tasks. 
It would seem that one of the conclusions from this research, given the small number 
of participating dyads, is that each supervisory partnership is unique in the way it 
organises and delivers the tasks of supervision. Whereas some trends emerge around 
who initiates what task, and there are two dyads that have no utterances at all in the 
professional/ethical task, it seems that each dyad is idiosyncratic in its use of tasks. 
The overall average talk time is approximately one quarter for the supervisor (25.1 %) 
and three quarters for the supervisee (74.9 %), but the wide range (9.3 %- 43.2 % for 
the supervisor and 56.8% - 90.7%) makes it difficult to use this as a meaningful 
statistic. There is no little research on the amount of time taken by participants within 
supervision sessions. Marikas, Russell and Dell (1985) researched supervisor verbal 
behaviour over three experience levels of supervisors: no experience, low experience, 
and high experience. They found that more experienced supervisors talked more in 
supervision. This has not happened here: the most experienced supervisor (using the 
same criteria as Marikas, Russell and Dell on what constitutes experience, i. e. length 
of time supervising) in this study came third in frequency of talk, the second most 
experienced came fifth out of the six supervisors. Other studies, using base-rates 
for utterances (Holloway and Wolleat, 1981: Holloway, 1982) have not used "talk- 
time" as a basis for comparison between supervisor and supervisee. This could be a 
valuable area for further research, and a comparative study looking at "talk-time" 
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between supervision sessions and counselling sessions could add further data, again 
connecting it to experience level and the experience level of the supervisee. 
The consultation task is by far the most used task within supervision accounting for 
almost half of the interactions between supervisor and supervisee (47%). It would 
seem that this is the preferred task of supervisees, certainly it is the one in which they 
most frequently engage. Overall, they spent 54.3 % of their supervisory time in the 
consultation task, against 27.2% for supervisors, twice as much time. To some 
degree this is explained by the fact that supervisees spend a lot of time presenting 
their clients, details of their lives, their understanding of client dynamics, and 
demographic material about clients. The results are in keeping with Study l where 
the consultative task was rank ordered highest on the seven tasks of supervision by 
both the supervisee and how the supervisee perceived the rankings of the supervisor. 
However, care has to be taken in applying these conclusions because of the wide 
range in percentages across dyads, e. g. supervisee consultation talk ranges from 
26.2% to 72.2%. 
The evaluation and professional/ethical tasks are lowest overall in frequency use 
amongst the seven tasks. This may be due to the fact that these particular tapes do 
not reflect these two tasks, and that they are reserved for specific times. However it 
does seem unusual that more informal feedback under the heading of evaluation is not 
given more often. This is not in keeping with what BAC Accredited supervisors say 
they do (Study 3). Formal and informal evaluation plays a strong role in the 
supervisory relationship and, whereas formal evaluation was not expected to appear 
in the tapes, it was expected that informal evaluation would play a more significant 
role. Poulin's research (1993) in particular, looking at supervision across time, 
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identified five primary tasks the most fundamental of which was evaluation of the 
supervisee. She saw formative evaluation as the key element in supervision 
influencing the moment-to-moment transactions between participants. This research 
is very relevant since Poulin used Grounded Theory on actual supervision sessions, 
and supervisor and supervisee refections of their supervision, to monitor what was 
happening. However, it may be that supervisors are constantly evaluating supervisees 
even if it is not expressed explicitly in the dialogue between them. 
The professional/ethical task may feature rather lowly since it is often reserved for 
those particular instances which arise in supervision around such issues. 
The administration task features highly (10.8%) considering it comes lowest in the 
rank ordering in Study 1. It would seem that dyads engage more in the administrative 
task than they recognise. This could also be due to the way the questions are phrased 
in the Questionnaire and the actual title of the task. It is difficult to summarise the 
administrative task clearly in the same way as, e. g. the evaluation or counselling tasks 
are caught in a single word. However, it is again indicative of the difficulty of 
interpreting data when it is collapsed over the dyads: the administrative task is as 
high as it is because one dyad used it such a lot (supervisor: 50.9%, supervisee: 
34.3%). 
A review of the frequency use of each task by supervisor and supervisee brings out 
several areas of interest. The relationship, the teaching, and the evaluation tasks, in 
all six dyads comes higher in the supervisor range than it does for the supervisee. On 
the consultation task the reverse is true: in four dyads the supervisees were higher 
than supervisors. On the counselling task, four of the supervisees rate higher than 
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supervisors, with two being equal. For the profession/ethical task it was also evenly 
divided: one was higher for the supervisor, one for the supervisee and two were 
equal. The administrative task was also equally divided with two for each, and the 
two equal. 
An interpretation of this data would indicate that the areas where one participant's 
contribution was higher was their area of initiative i. e. that supervisors initiate 
conversation within supervision on the relationship, the teaching, and the evaluation 
tasks as well as the "outside supervision" conversation, while supervisees initiate the 
consultative task, and that either can initiate the professional/ethical and the 
administrative talk. There does seem to be a trend, from these results, that supervisee 
and supervisor take responsibility for different tasks, with some shared responsibility 
for others. 
A further study of the transcripts to look at initiating patterns within the tasks would 
help clarify this. Why is it that the supervisor and the supervisee take on 
responsibility for the various tasks or accept co-responsibility for them? More 
research is needed on this. Firstly, there is need to establish that this is a pattern 
wider than is represented in this study. It has come through so strongly on all six 
dyads that it would be worthwhile to set up a further study using different 
supervisor/supervisees, with supervisees at different developmental levels, to 
investigate if similar trends emerge. Using further tapes within the dyads already 
researched might help clarify this, as would a study to code all the tapes within one 
dyad. Should these trends emerge from this research, then the supervision literature 
is ripe for asking questions about why it happens and how it might be made a valuable 
part of supervision training. Two questions emerge: do supervisors have tasks which 
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they continually initiate and, do supervisees have tasks seen predominantly as the ones 
they initiate? 
In most instances the proportions vary from the Middle Tape to the Late Tape but 
again, not in any consistent way. Generally an individual session focuses on one task. 
In the early phase, this task was consultation (except for Dyad 6), but two dyads 
moved away from this to some degree (e. g. Dyads 1 and 3). However, the rate of 
all tasks varied across phases (i. e,. the chi-square tests were significant, indicating that 
proportions were not homogeneous across the three phases). 
As might he expected, dyads stay together within tasks, with some inclination for 
supervisees to be more flexible in tasks than supervisors (significant change occurs 
more regularly for supervisees than for supervisees). Supervisor percentages of task 
range more widely: supervisees tend to stay with one of two task areas. This is to 
be expected given that supervisors are in the position of power and expertise within 
supervision and could be expected to initiate tasks such as relationship, evaluation, 
teaching, as well as the other areas. 
One of the values of this research is that the coding Methodology can be used as a 
baseline to measure supervisor behaviours within supervision, either by supervisors 
themselves intent on widening their repertoire of responses, or by trainers of 
supervisors who can monitor what is happening as a way of setting up more measured 
training in particular tasks. 
221 
6.7.2. Limitations of the research 
Since the supervisors from all six dyads represent themselves as Humanistic 
counsellors/supervisors, we can only argue from within this orientation. Even here 
it would be unwise to generalise too forcefully. The Holloway et al. (1989) study 
that looked at supervision across a number of counselling orientations makes the point 
that different patterns of discourse can emerge even within the same orientation. 
Further research involving those who see themselves as psychodynamic, behaviourial, 
and cognitive needs to be compared with the data here. 
There is a small number of supervisory dyads in this research which would need to 
be extended before more general conclusions can be drawn. All the supervisors and 
supervisees, except two supervisees, are women, which again probably has some 
effect on outcome (Holloway and Wolleat, 1994; Nelson and Holloway, 1990). 
There were a number of variables with the small sample that makes it difficult to 
compare across dyads. These include the experience of the supervisor (some had been 
supervising for 15 years, others for 2 years) and the training experience of the 
supervisee (some were in their second year of counselling training, others were 
beginning) 
There are a number of limitations within the coding methodology. The coding does 
not consider the use of non-verbals. It concentrated on the content of the words and 
fails to pick up critical non-verbal communication that could change the meaning of 
the terms. The coding methodology has taken quite a number of revisions to 
"fine-tune". It was difficult to learn the system, and particularly how to use the 
context to determine meaning. In reviewing it with five raters it was obvious that 
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there was overlap between tasks, and "grey" areas where it was difficult to be certain 
into which task a particular utterance, or set of utterances, fell e. g. talk around the 
supervisory relationship could fall within the relationship category or indeed in some 
instances into the consultation process where it was being used within the "parallel 
effect" process. Furthermore, the supervisory relationship could be discussed as part 
of the evaluation process, or in the context of administration issues where it was 
considered alongside other aspects of supervision outside client work. Coding the 
tasks demanded sensitivity to context, to the possible intentions of the participants 
(supervisor/supervisor), and needs, ideally, qualified supervisors who have some 
concepts of supervision. 
6.7.3. Future Research 
A number of creative areas emerge to continue this work. Certainly, widening the 
supervisory dyads to include counselling orientations other than the Humanistic would 
give the opportunity to review these trends more widely. There is some evidence that 
supervisory tasks are connected to the counselling orientations of supervisors and this 
could be a worthwhile area for future work. It would be interesting to see if 
particular tasks were more widely used by one orientation rather than another. 
6.7.4. r'Mclusion 
In summary, this research shows that there are few overall trends across supervisory 
dyads in respect of supervisory tasks. It points to the unique relationship within each 
dyad with its own concentration of tasks. It speaks to the value of studying moment- 
to-moment transactions within actual supervision sessions as a way of monitoring what 
happens, and as a way of setting up training for supervisors in supervision 
interventions. 
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CHAPTER 7 STUDY 3: SUPERVISOR GUIDED INTERVIEWS 
7. I. RESEARCH DESIGN 
This descriptive study used a semi-structured interview methodology to elicit 
information on the tasks of supervision. BAC Accredited Supervisors were used and 
the transcripts analyzed using grounded theory. 
7.2. STATEMENT OF RESEARCH AIM 
The overall goal of the study was to discover new information about supervisors' 
perceptions of the tasks of supervsion. 
7.3. PARTICIPANTS 
participants were British Association for Counselling (BAC) accredited supervisors. 
All 26 BAC Accredited Supervisors were contacted. Only three declined to participate 
(a response rate of 85%). There were 3 men (13%), 20 women (87%) with an 
average age of 51. 
Table 7.1. presents the counselling orientations of participants as designated by 
themselves. The short Questionnaire asked them to circle counselling orientations 
they saw themselves work within: most circled a number of approaches, which 
explains why the sum total of percentages is greater than 100. 
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Psychodynamic 86% 
Person Centred 55% 
Personal Construct 5% 
Gestalt 32% 
T. A. 23% 
Rational Emotive 5% 
Cognitive 10% 
Eclectic 32% 
Other 5% 
Table . 71 
As can be seen from Table 7.1. a massive 86 % of supervisors saw themselves as 
using a psychodynamic approach, or at least being able to work within that 
orientation. Person-centred and psychodynamic orientations were together the most 
frequently used orientations with approximately one third seeing themselves as eclectic 
or gestalt. 
Seven circled only the psychodynamic approach, one the eclectic approach, and the 
rest were combinations of the three main strands of counselling: psychodynamic, 
humanistic and cognitive - behavioural. A few other orientations were mentioned as 
influencing their work: bioenergetic, integrative approaches, psychosynthesis, neuro- 
Linguistic Programming. 
All had training in counselling, equivalent to BAC individual Accreditation. 
Seventeen had formal training in supervision (seven with Relate), and six had no 
formal supervision training. 
The average years spent supervising was 10.23, with a range between 3 and 25 years. 
On average, supervisors had seen 25 individuals for supervision (with a range of 
between 2 and 70), and all had worked in both individual and group supervision. 
7.4. INTERVIEW METHODOLOGY 
A semi-structured interview methodology was chosen as the preferred way of eliciting 
information from supervisors. Some structure was needed, but one that would allow 
the maximum freedom for individuals to explore the tasks of supervision as they felt 
appropriate. 
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An interview outline was designed. The interview would follow broad areas but allow 
the supervisor- interviewee to determine the content. The areas designated were: 
1. Explain your understanding of supervision. 
2. What do you think are the tasks of supervision? 
3. Explain if and how you use these tasks (at this stage the interviewer would 
introduce various tasks (from the seven generic tasks of supervision) and 
inquire if and how these were operationalised in supervision. 
4. Any other areas around supervision you would like to talk about? 
7.4.1 The Interview Format 
The interview with supervisors followed a prepared format: 
1. Welcome and Introduction. Preparation of audio-equipment. 
2. Explanation of research and opportunity for interviewee to ask questions. 
3. The interview itself following the four main areas above. 
4. Interviewees were asked if they would like to add anything to what they had 
already said or if there were other areas they would like to cover. 
5. Thank interviewee and collect completed questionnaire which had been posted 
in advance. 
It was important that subjects use the interview to explore their own thoughts on the 
tasks of supervision. Even though an interview format was devised it was not a 
"narrow" format with a series of closed questions. The questions were broad and in 
general the interviewer followed the supervisor. 
7.4.2. Que oan_aire 
A short demographic questionnaire was created (Appendix 9) to provide factual 
information about supervisors, their counselling orientation, their supervision training, 
the length of time they had supervised and the number of supervisees they had 
overseen. 
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7.5. PROCEDURES 
A letter was sent to the BAC Accreditation Sub Committee requesting that they 
approve contacting accredited supervisors and that they support this research as it 
added significant data to the area of supervision. This they did. All accredited 
supervisors were contacted (Appendix 9) and invited to participate. The request letter 
outlined the purpose of the study, asked for permission to audiotape each interview 
and guaranteed that each participant would receive a copy of the transcript. 
Confidentiality was guaranteed i. e. individuals would not be identified by name or 
quotation. Where quotes were used they would be identified by number rather than 
by name. 
As a prelude to designing the semi-structured interview, twelve (12) 40 minute 
interviews with leading supervisors in the field, already taped by a colleague, were 
listened to. None of these tapes involved a BAC Accredited Supervisor. Each 
interviewee was written a letter asking his/her written permission to listen to the 
interview tape as a preparation for learning about interviewing and for helpful 
preparation on the content of the interviews. All agreed. The main learning from this 
review was mostly around how to interview, how to phrase questions, and gave some 
ideas on the content of questions. 
7.5.1. The Pilot Study 
The semi-structured interview outline was designed and three pilot interviews were 
audiotaped with three experienced supervisors and their reactions sought regarding the 
process of the interview. In particular, their help was sought in determining whether 
or not the interview helped them reflect on the tasks of supervision, whether or not 
it was too directive and leading, and whether or not it allowed them the freedom to 
talk about supervision as they perceived it. Feedback from the pilot interviews was 
very positive and all three found the structure helpful. The pilot interviews were 
helpful to the interviewer in that they gave a sense of timing and pace to the 
interviews, and helped in ordering the questions. The questions became less ordered 
with the issues emerging from the dialogue rather than simply imposed as a structure. 
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7.5.2. The Interviews 
23 Interviews took place, sixteen in the homes of interviewees, four in their place of 
work, and three in a central location acceptable to both. Interviewees chose the 
location best suited to them and the interviewer travelled and brought his own audio- 
equipment. Interviews took approximately 50 minutes, each was audio-taped and 
immediately after the interview one copy was made as a backup in case anything 
should happen to the original. 
7.5.3. After the Interview 
After the interview the interviewer listened to each tape to ensure clarity. Only one 
tape was not fully transcribed. Unknown to the participants it stopped about fifteen 
minutes into the session. A summary of the remaining part of the interview was 
written up by the interviewer about four hours after the interview and sent to the 
interviewee for comments and additions. She agreed that the written summary was an 
accurate account of what was said. 
Transcribing tapes took a lot of time and was done by a number of people. A final 
comparison between the transcript and the tape was made by the interviewer who 
listened to each tape following it on transcript. Amendments were made to ensure 
accuracy. 
A copy of the final transcript was sent to each interviewer with the invitation to 
change any aspects they chose. A few clarifications were made and integrated into 
the text. 
7.6. THE REPORT 
Holmes (1989) stipulated that analysis and interpretation of qualitative data are not 
separate events nor should they occur at one particular stage of the research process. 
They should be ongoing. She suggested that the "starting point (of analysis and 
interpretation when sitting at one's desk) should be to decide the framework within 
which the data is going to be structured. This will evolve naturally out of: a) the 
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research objectives, b) responses from.... the depth interviews, c) the patterns, 
themes and relationships that emerge" (p. 89). 
The data from interviews consists of opinions, viewpoints, knowledge, experiences, 
feelings. Since these are expressed verbally the results tend to be formatted through 
quotations. 
Marshall and Rossman (1989) define the purpose of data analysis as "the process of 
bringing order, structure and meaning to the mass of collected data. It is a messy, 
ambiguous, time-consuming, creative, and fascinating process. It does not proceed 
in a linear fashion; it is not neat. Qualitative data analysis is a search for general 
statements about relationships among categories of data " (p. 112). 
A grounded theory approach (Strauss and Corbin, 1990) using "Open Coding" was 
used to analyze the interviews. Open coding involved four stages: 
1. Labelling. 
Labels were generated by constantly questioning the data, e. g. "What is happening in 
this section of the interview - is this a description, a thought, a feeling -about what"? 
Some provisional labelling was begun during the interview process checking with the 
interviewee for validation and subsequently, on reading and re-reading of the 
transcripts. Labels were generated using a similar methodology to that in isolating the 
seven generic tasks (Fig. 1.9). 
2. Categorising. 
The second step in Open Coding is categorising. This involves gathering conceptual 
labels from each transcript and considering similarity of content. Categories pull 
concepts together. This process was repeated across individual transcripts and 
subsequently across all interviews. 
3, Writing the Report. 
This entailed accurately describing the complexity of the categories and subcategories 
generated from the data. Having outlined the categories it was necessary to return to 
the transcripts to validate findings with the use of quotations. This entailed writing 
out all the quotes from each category from each interviewee and selecting a 
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representative range for inclusion. Constant referral back to the transcripts and 
individual and group sets of data was required to verify the properties of the 
categories. These were described in terms of their frequency, extent, intensity, and 
duration. This required constant movement to and fro across the data to produce a 
coherent and accurate document. 
4. Testing the emergent themes against the data. 
Over and above the member check (where the transcripts were sent to interviewees 
for comments and to check accuracy) two further checks were built into the final 
analysis: 
1) auditor check, where an objective judge (a Graduate Research Assistant) read 
the fall texts of the transcribed interviews, reviewed the sections on generation 
labels, categories, and read the final report, searching particularly for bias 
within the written account. She felt that the written report was an accurate 
summary of the interview material. 
2) a peer check, where a expert reader was asked to ascertain if the evaluations 
of the author were congruent with the data. This peer check was done by 
Professor Elizabeth Holloway, University of Wisconsin at Madison, whose 
main area of research is supervision and who has published widely in this area 
(cfr. Bibliography). She chose a number of transcripts and was given the data 
analysis and results. Her task was to: 
a) review the validity of categories and sub-categories 
b) search for alternative explanations 
c) monitor bias on the part of the researcher/interviewer. 
In some instances she offered alternative explanations for the data which have been 
integrated into the written report. 
Besides validating the overall categories she offered a format that, in her estimation, 
indicated overlaps within the seven tasks. She felt that the relationship task was 
posited as a "container" task in which the other tasks were operationalised. The 
teaching and counselling tasks seemed close, as did the ethical and evaluation tasks, 
and the consultation and administration tasks. She offered the following overview as 
a possible model for the data: 
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Teaching Ethical Consultancy 
Counselling Evaluation Administration 
Relationship 
This is closer to "Axiel" coding as outlined by Strauss and Corbin (1990). 
7.6.1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter contains the report from the analysis of the data generated from the 
interviews with BAC Accredited Supervisors. It is divided into seven sections, a 
section for each of the seven generic tasks of supervision. Each interviewee was 
allocated a number between 1- 23 and the number after each quotation corresponds 
to that number. Because of potential breeches of confidentiality, theoretical 
orientation of specific supervisors cannot be linked to specific supervisory statements. 
Table 7.2. presents an overview of categories and subcategories from supervisor 
interviews: the rest of the report looks in more detail at each of these subcategories 
and discusses each task briefly. 
1. RELATIONSHIP TASK OF SUPERVISION: 
1.1. Little agreement on the "kind" of relationship involved 
1.2. A number of metaphors are used to describe the relationship 
1.3. The relationship changes as supervision progresses 
1.4. Supervisors carry responsibility for the supervisory relationship 
1.5. Supervisors feel able to combine other roles with supervisees 
1.6. There is an element of power within supervision 
1.7. The supervision relationship is characterised by choice, self- 
disclosure, transference and countertransference, and contracts. 
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2. THE TEACHING TASK OF SUPERVISION 
2.1. Teaching is an essential task of supervision 
2.2. Teaching is individualised within supervision 
2.3. Teaching is more informal than formal within supervision 
2.4. Modelling is seen as an important teaching method 
2.5. Teaching recedes as the supervisee becomes more experienced 
2.6. A number of teaching methods are used within supervision 
mostly determined by the supervisor 
2.7. Some supervisors react negatively to formal teaching in 
supervision 
2.8. Some teaching methods used e. g. role-play, taping, 
psychodrama. 
3. THE COUNSELLING TASK OF SUPERVISION 
3.1. Supervisors expect personal issues to arise from client work 
3.2. Supervisors are concerned that supervisee personal issues might 
interfere with client work 
3.3. Supervision deals with personal issues as they emerge from work 
with clients but not personal issues per se 
3.4. not all personal issues arising from client work requires 
counselling 
3.5. There is learning for supervisees from their own personal 
reactions 
3.6. Some supervisors only work with personal issues when they 
throw light on work with the client 
3.7. Other supervisors articulate personal issues but do not see 
supervision as the place to deal with them. 
3.8. Some supervisors give limited space to deal with personal issues 
3.9. There are different stances on whether or not supervisors require 
supervisees to be in personal therapy alongside their supervision 
3.10. Views on required personal counselling do not divide on 
orientation lines 
3.11. Some supervisors demand action if they are worried about client 
work. 
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4. MONITORING THE PROF. /ETHICAL ASPECTS OF SUPERVISION 
4: 1. Monitoring the professional/ethical is seen as an essential task of 
supervision 
4.2. There are different opinions on how to monitor this. 
4.3. Some supervisors wait till it emerges from client work 
4.4. Supervisors do not see themselves as teaching the ethical dimension of 
client work 
4.5. Supervisors need to assure themselves that their supervisees are 
working ethically 
4.6. Some issues emerge around this for supervisors 
4.6 Supervisors have worked-out strategies for dealing with supervisees 
when they are anxious about the ethical/professional side of their 
work 
4.7. Supervisors move easily across counselling orientations when working 
with professional issues 
4.8. Supervisors have several options when there is serious doubt about a 
supervisee. 
5. THE EVALUATION TASK OF SUPERVISION 
5.1. Evaluation is seen as a key task within supervision 
5.2. Ongoing feedback (evaluation) ought to be built into the supervisory 
contract 
5.3. Evaluation is the responsibility of the supervisor/ Evaluation 
inevitably affects the supervisory relationship 
5.4. In evaluation the power issues are very clear 
5.5. Supervisors tend to have methods of formal evaluation 
5.6. There are different stances on the use of taped material for evaluation 
purposes 
5.7. Evaluation is used where supervisors are unhappy with the client work 
of supervisees or where they consider they may not be counsellors. 
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6. THE CONSULTATION TASKS OF SUPERVISION 
6.1. The consultation task is described in various ways by supervisors 
6.2. There is different emphasis on different systems from supervisors 
6.3. Supervisors want to know what is happening to clients 
6.4. How supervisees present their clients is worked out and important 
6.5. Parallel process is a major part of supervision 
6.6. but must be used with caution 
6.7. Developmental stages are connected to the consultation task 
6.8. The consultation task is seen by quite a number as the key 
underlying task of supervision. 
7. THE ADMINISTRATIVE TASK OF SUPERVISION 
7.1. Supervisors are aware of the contextual issues in and around both 
counselling and supervision 
7.2. The agency in which supervisees see clients affects the work with 
clients 
7.3. Special considerations come into play when supervisors are part of 
the agency in which supervisees see clients 
7.4. Tripartite meetings to discuss issues is sometimes used to facilitate 
working together. 
Table 7.2. 
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1. THE SUPERVISORY RELATIONSHIP 
1.1. Little agreement emerges from interviewee on clearly defining the lind of 
relationship that makes up supervision: 
"it's not a teacher/pupil, it's not a counsellor/client, it's not an 
apprenticeship .... its a little bit like a mentor" (3): 
"to be an elder sister and sometimes it's actually almost parental" 
(5); 
"I wouldn't describe it very differently from the 
psychotherapeutic relationship" (7,2). 
1.2. A number of metaphors are used to describe the relationship : 
"grandmother/mother/baby like the supervisor/counsellor/client" 
(11); 
"apprenticeship" (12,17,22); "mentor" (3,5,9,15); "elder sister" (5); 
"junior colleague" (20); "almost parental" (5,15,21,22); "tutorial" 
(13); "facilitative" (5,16); a "working relationship" (14,16); 
"teacher/pupil relationship" (19); "a partnership" (2); "almost like a 
young adolescent who wants to go off and have their first social 
experience and then come back and very excitedly, part adult and part 
adolescent, tells me what happens as a result" (10). 
None seems adequate to capture the exact flavour of the relationship involved and 
each image has its deficiency. The apprenticeship model is too dependent on the 
"guru" image of the master (22); the mentor metaphor creates too much of a power 
mentality (12). Overall most opt for a "hybrid sort of relationship" (13) which 
combines a number of roles. The "triangular" aspect of supervision involving 
supervisor, supervisee and client make it a difficult relationship to conceptualise, 
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"there is a third person who is client who may not be in the 
room ... I can't think of any other relationship which has got 
this triangular aspect to it" (18); 
"It is a peculiar admixture of involvement of the person, 
dialogue, learning, looking at feelings ... 
it also has elements of 
judgment and containment ... I think one of the primary tasks is 
to contain anxiety" (4); 
"it has a lot in common with a client/counsellor relationship as 
far as I'm concerned because I would see that the three core 
qualities in counselling, empathy, acceptance and congruence are 
really important ... which helps to set up trust" (15). 
1.3. The relationship changes as . cion progresses: 
Almost all supervisors saw the supervisory relationship change its characteristics as 
supervision progresses: 
"the relationship changes over time. At the beginning it may he 
more like a teacher/pupil relationship but as it progresses it becomes 
more colleague/colleague" (9); 
,, it is parent to child, what I am talking about is a beginning person 
... what I really want to get to is adult to adult" (10); 
"Expectations are totally different. So for someone with a lot of 
experience you are not going to be putting so much in; you're going 
to enable them to bring out what's already there. For someone 
who's not very experienced you may be putting quite a bit in and 
recommending reading that backs that up, and working at a different 
level altogether. "(14); 
"it (the relationship) changes in all kinds of ways ... the supervisee 
can begin to challenge much more ... the supervisee may become 
much more critical" (19); 
"I think you move from the preceptor to the mentor to the sponsor to 
the colleague" (18); 
"one would have to differentiate between a beginner where there 
would be a lot of dependency and when they're a more experienced 
counsellor" (21). 
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The term "working alliance" was used several times (15,5) to combine both the kind 
of relationship involved and how it changes over time. 
1.4. Supervisors carry quite a lot of responsibility for the kind of relationship 
involved 
"For me I found it tougher to be genuine in supervision because 
supervisors have been part of one of the roles that people have been 
able to hide behind with a white coat like doctors. If 1 am failing to 
be able to be genuine to myself in this relationship and having 
difficulties of knowing how to share, then I've got to try to 
understand why my relationship with this person isn't based on the 
kind of trust I would hope with a colleague" (5): 
"It's a professional relationship, not a social one". (22): 
I might self-disclose more in supervision ... I would maybe 
he more 
immediate in supervision" (8); 
"there's the separateness but also the nurturing" (10). 
1.5. Supervisors generally feel capable of combining other roles with that of 
supervisor: 
"I socialise with them (supervisees) insofar as we socialise in 
semi-formal contexts. Like we may meet at conferences or 
have parties ... 
but I don't socialise with them as I would with 
friends" (7); 
"1 do have colleagues and we do supervise each other from time 
to time" (8). 
Even though other roles are combined with the roles of supervision there was large 
agreement that 
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"for the best circumstances it is better where no other roles 
pertain except that of supervision" (9). 
Supervisors see themselves as flexible and creative in their ways of combining role 
e. g. combining counselling and supervisory roles, changing from supervisory 
relationship to a counselling relationship (22). 
"I would never dream of giving a client a cup of tea but I will 
sometimes share a cup of tea or coffee with somebody whilst we're 
supervising" (12). 
Sometimes the stage of the relationship makes a difference, 
"it is really depending on their stage of development and our stage of 
working alliance .... I can think of a lot of supervisees 1 would keep 
as strong if not stronger boundaries than with many clients" (5). 
The evaluation element in supervision can have serious impact on the kind of 
relationship involved, 
"I guess I would be a bit more cautious if there were counsellors in 
training where I would probably have a function of evaluating that" 
(17). 
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1.6. The issue of Dower in the supervisory relationship is considered: 
"the relationship has elements of judgment and containment... I don't 
think it is a symmetrical relationship" (4); 
"it's top dog/underdog ... 
if I had this sole power of assessment, I 
really would not be able to entertain or be entertained by them" (6); 
"it is parent to child rather than adult to adult ... what 1 really want 
to get to is adult to adult" (10); 
"there are a lot of people who see it as a peer relationship. I don't 
see it that way ... I have a function here as someone who is 
perceived as being more knowledgeable than the person I'm 
supervising" (17) 
1.7. Implications for supervision of the kind of relationship involved are outlined: 
"1 would say it is essential really to have some choice in terms of 
the supervisor ... I think that people need to feel safe" (7). 
Another (8) sees it in terms of self disclosure with higher rates characterising 
supervision rather than counselling. A further implication for some (22,20) is the 
parallel effect where the relationship between counsellor and client is played out in 
the supervisory relationship. Being able to understand the transference/ 
countertransference issues of this is important for most. 
Several supervisors mentioned the "supervisory contract" as very important to the 
relationship (2,20), 
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"I'm setting up a more equal relationship than I am with a client in 
counselling ... there is a more explicit contract there about what 
the trainee wants and what are my responsibilities about" (15). 
There is agreement amongst supervisors that supervision comprises a professional 
relationship characterised by certain boundaries. The relationship is defined more by 
its roles and these roles are numerous and flexible. A major element is the changing 
relationship that takes place as supervision moves from a beginning stage, which is 
characterised by teacher/pupil features, towards a colleague/colleague relationship. 
This fits in with Bernard and Goodyear (1992) who view supervision as "demanding 
substantial role flexibility" (p. 36). There are also elements of what Holloway et al. 
(1989) call "power and involvement" in the supervisory relationship which are 
expressed by a number of respondents, especially in their use of the hierarchical 
relationship involved. The constant view of a changing relationship as the supervisee 
progresses highlights changes in the power structure. 
Supervisors are aware of the importance of the relationship within supervision and 
realise that learning only takes place where the environment is safe for the supervisee. 
This safety is provided by both support and challenge. 
The relationship is an area in supervision that requires clear contracting and 
negotiation. It is also the area which needs to be monitored to look at areas of 
transference, countertransference, parallel process and isomorphism (Bernard and 
Goodyear, 1992) 
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In looking at the various kinds of relationships involved in counselling and 
psychotherapy (Gelso and Carter, 1985; Clarkson, 1990) there is little doubt that 
supervisors across orientations see it as closer to a "real" relationship than other forms 
of helping. As yet there seems little hope of agreement on the kind of relationship 
involved. There is some evidence from the texts that the relationship is characterised 
along theoretical orientation lines, with some marked differences between 
psychodynamic supervisors and those who designate themselves humanistic. 
2. THE TEACHING TASK OF SUPERVISION 
2.1. All respondents saw teaching as an essential sheet of supervision: 
"So I see myself as being a teacher in offering frameworks for 
understanding. I do that a tremendous amount" (5); 
"If 1 am working with a student counsellor it's got quite a lot 
teacher/pupil in it" (8); 
"not a didactic teaching method; it's more a facilitative approach 
to people's growth" (17). 
2.2. The teaching role in supervision allows for theory into ran ctice, and for an 
individualised programme: 
"this part is more personalised ... the trainees bring particular 
problems that they are focusing on ... they get a lot more individual attention ... and the skills are discussed in terms of their 
appropriateness in a particular context with a particular person. " 
(7). 
This complements the more formal and general teaching that characterises the training 
course. 
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2.3. Interviewees were wary of seeing their teaching in supervision in a formal 
"not a teacher in a didactic sense ... but to draw out what is there 
rather than put stuff in" (1); 
"teaching with a small 't' rather than a capital 'T' ... it's almost a sense of play where the counsellor tells me about it, and I say 
something, chuck it back to them, and they chuck it back to me, 
it's almost like we've got a piece of plasticine... we each try and 
shape it" (3); 
"I can be the enabler, the facilitator, the catalyst. I like the word 
catalyst" (6); 
"I might talk for a few minutes ... Because I don't see it as a 
primary thing, you know, extensive teaching" (20); 
"I'd be more inclined to follow them ... trying to get them to build up their expertise and their confidence ... and I'd try much 
more to draw it out of them. I'll start with that rather than go 
straight away and put in information" (13). 
2.4. Modelling by the supervisor is seen as implicit in supervision: 
"I think there is the learning by modelling which they pick up by 
the process itself. I think that is pretty important actually. " (4, 
see also 7,8,11,15,19). 
2.5. The teaching task receded as the supervicee team more experie ced 
"I think in training supervision I would be more conscious of my 
teaching role" (15); 
"if it is a counsellor who is still in training ... then I see 
supervision as having a large element of teaching and someone 
who is very experienced I see much less need for that. " (23). 
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However there were indications that sometimes the content of the teaching changed, 
"At the beginning stage people really need confidence building and 
basic teaching of techniques and sharpening of techniques and once 
they've got that then they really need slightly more sophisticated 
treatment planning and sharpening on techniques and checking 
back on theory and checking back on hypothesis and so on. And 
the next stage is when they do differential treatment planning and 
then they are needing more sophisticated input on different 
treatment plans and why does this perhaps not work, and why does 
that work better" (7). 
2.6. A number of teaching meth ologies are used in supervision Giving formal 
information is one: 
"1 will explain something about attachment and give a bit of info on 
that" (3): 
"I see myself as being a teacher in offering frameworks for 
understand ... I always have a flip chart around ... I will tell 
supervisees that I have at my disposal millions of little frameworks 
that I really am enamoured of and I think are tremendously useful to 
people and will it be o. k. if I show them" (5); 
"1 wouldn't give a little lecture, but I would give a mini little 
lecture" (6). 
Books, articles, reading are often recommended (4,5,7,8,9,10,12,14, 
15,16,18,19,21,22,23). There is some attempt to fit teaching to the leaning frames 
of the supervisee, 
"So you're testing their frame of reference and putting the learning 
into their frame of reference, so I do that with supervisees. This 
sort of person responds well to role play or this sort of person 
likes to read and come back or this person likes exercise, let's 
devise an exercise here. " (14). 
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2.7. Some react to this formal didactic side of supg ision: 
"I see a didactic side but I'm very reluctant because that really 
hooks into my megalomania" (6); 
"I think I would only do that (formal teaching) to a pretty limited 
degree because I would see that as moving too far away from the 
client ... I don't ever give people little lectures. I don't approve 
of that as a teaching method ... if people discover things or 
themselves then they retain them: whereas if you tell them they 
are more likely to forget" (11). 
There was one supervisor who questioned the need for information in supervision. 
Asked how he would respond if a supervisee asked for some informational help on 
bulimia he responded, 
"No, I would never do that (give the supervisee information on 
bulimia) ... 
I'd say, `what is making you take on that person when 
you know you can't cope, handle it. What are you really into? 
What's that doing to you? ... either go and refer them to an 
expert or go and get the expertise yourself. '" (6); 
"No, I don't like lectures at all. I much prefer people to learn 
from their own experience" (19); 
"I would want to find out from the counsellor what they're 
actually doing about finding out. You see 1 wouldn't want to 
spoon-feed, particularly with a case like that " (1). 
2.8. ether methods used: 
Some use role play (1,2,7,3,4,8,10,13,14,15,17,18,19,22,23) as an instructional 
method and teach skills within supervision (1,2,7,9,10,13,15,19,23). Others do not 
(12,21). Examples from the experience of the supervisor (8,9,11,17,18) are 
sometimes shared as ways of helping supervisees learn though one supervisor warned 
about 
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"my own experience with one of my first supervisors. One of 
them endlessly told us of her cases and we felt pushed out" (18). 
Helping supervisees write because they are feeling stuck is used (17), as is 
encouraging discussion (22). A much discussed area of learning in supervision is the 
use of tape recorded sessions with the clients. Amongst the interviewees' opinions 
on this, this did not always fall neatly into orientation lines: a strong psychodynamic 
counsellor said, 
"One of the ways to break the defensiveness is to hear a tape and 
pick up what's actually happening. If I think the counsellor is 
feeding me a line that they're doing all right but they're doing lots 
of questioning, I will sometimes ask for a tape and it usually 
reveals lots of questions, and we can work on technique as a 
learning thing" (4). 
Interviewees tended to be either in favour of using taped sessions as a good learning 
methodology or against it for either intrusive or time consuming reasons or 
occasionally orientation reasons. 
Other teaching/learning formats were introduced. Mention was made of a session 
"devoid of supervision and then either they or I or together will produce papers and 
discuss particular areas" (4); a "psychodrama" (7); "... and if there was something 
like a visualisation I would say 'this is what I found useful... have you thought about 
that"? (10). Some think that theory should follow practice (22,10). Others see 
instruction as helpful to practice. 
Within the teaching task it is important to be seen to be genuine, "What I don't do is 
1 don't kind of pretend I know everything" (5), 
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Mention was made of teaching supervisees how best to use supervision, "people are 
not taught how to use supervision ... this reflection and selection on what you bring 
to supervision ... what do you want from supervision and how do you use it" (15). 
Supervision is viewed by supervisors as akin to other teaching modalities. Individual 
supervisors have their own concepts of what makes good teaching, what teaching 
strategies they use and with which methods they feel uncomfortable. That teaching 
is a formal task of supervision is never in doubt for supervisors, that it changes as the 
relationship changes is widely accepted. How teaching is operationalised and the 
methodologies adopted are more personal. It would be interesting to know how much 
these are influenced by the supervisors' own experience of being supervised (there are 
some hints of being victims of one's learning and being taught). It would also make 
further interesting research to know how adaptable supervisors are to the learning 
styles of their supervisees -and/or how much supervisees have to fit the teaching 
methods of their supervisors. There is a strong sense from the transcripts that the 
teaching methodologies adopted by supervisors stem from their own background, their 
beliefs, their counselling orientation than from the developmental learning needs of 
the supervisee. 
The methods used by supervisors are wide, and besides being methods they 
themselves seem to have received, there are large connections with these methods and 
the counselling orientation from which the supervisor emerged. In fact the orientation 
of the supervisor is more a determining factor in the teaching style and methods used 
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than is the developmental stage of the supervisee. The data here would indicate the 
need for further training in teaching methods relevant to learning needs within a 
supervisory arrangement, to help the supervisor move from being primarily a therapist 
to also being a teacher of therapists. 
3. THE COUNSELLING TASK OF SUPERVISION 
3.1. Supervisors expect personal issues to emerge for their sunervisees in their 
work with clients: 
"They (personal issues) are always triggered off by dealing 
with clients, full stop " (20). 
This is part and parcel of the work itself and supervisors are very keen to monitor the 
extent and the consequences of those personal issues. In general when it is seen as 
a small matter it will be dealt with in supervision. A minimalist position is the most 
common, 
"as little work as possible, do the least possible. What is the 
minimum I need to do with this supervisee to help them deal with 
their personal problems" (22). 
At other times supervisors differ in the amount of time they will allow to work with 
personal issues. All have time limits and will begin to get anxious if these time 
boundaries are crossed. Some refer on for personal therapy, others suggest setting up 
personal therapy, some recommend it, some demand it. The counselling role of the 
supervisor is placed firmly within the professional, and not the private, development 
of the supervisee, even those these will have some overlap. 
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3.2. Supervisors are concerned with personal issues insofar as these issues affect 
the work with clients: 
Sometimes the client is at risk in which case supervisors take decisive action, 
"I have stopped counsellors counselling because they themselves 
were in such a state of personal crisis that I felt it interfered with 
their work" (16). 
At other times the work is affected and it is that impact that is the concern of the 
supervisor, 
"I would deal with whatever emerged from them (supervisees) 
wherever it came from, far enough to decided where it belongs... 
I'll be concerned to know what the impact is on their work and 
where they can take it to deal with it better" (20) 
3.3. Supervisors are clear as a body that they work only with personal i ues 
emerging from client work: 
"you only become more involved with more personal stuff of the 
counsellor if you feel it's interfering with the work" (11). 
The question for supervisor is how far and at what depth to deal with these personal 
issues as a task of supervision. 
3.4. Personal issues emerge from work with clients and not all need to brought 
to personal therapy: 
"1 don't think that every thing that gets thrown up needs therapy, 
but some things get thrown up which indicate the counsellor's 
reached a point of development or a block that we can't possibly 
undo in the supervision, but we may be able to work with enough 
to at least help or prevent unhelpful things happening in the 
relationship" (4). 
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3.5. Some supervisors see their primula task as helping the supervisee monitor and 
learn from their own personal reactions o counter-transference, 
"If you are not really focusing on what is happening to you all that 
the client gets is the unfiltered stuff of his counsellor ... I think the 
second thing is the quality of the contact between my supervisee 
and their client" (6) 
3.6. Some supervisors are adamant that supervision concerns itself with client work 
and the personal issues of the sunervisee are only considered insofar as they 
may throw light on what is happening to the client or may affect the client 
(21): 
I don't believe I am there to be a therapist or a counsellor to a 
supervisee. However, ... I will work quite hard trying to find out 
what belongs to them and what belongs to the client" (1); 
"When 1 get it (a personal issue of the supervisee), I try to surface 
it as a personal issue. then 1'm only concerned in deciding with 
them where they take it, not in dealing with it... I wouldn't accept 
supervision sessions being taken over, being hijacked into their 
personal work. I'm prepared to suspend that for five minutes or 
ten if they're very upset, but 1 wouldn't want to spend more than 
that really ... 
if they start going into their own stuff, 1'd say, 
`well, hang on', if I was the client I'd say, 'bloody hell, you 
know, what about me? " (20); 
"1 feel there is a big responsibility not to raise unnecessary stuff so 
I would hesitate there more and raise it in a strong form only if I 
felt the client was at risk" (22); 
"I'm not even sure I would go as far as to say that I can deal with 
it in the short term ... that would be using supervision for personal 
counselling. That to me would not be right ... but to allow some time for it to be heard within the session would usually give me 
time to see whether, to make some kind of judgement as to 
whether this counsellor can hold there and disengage it from the 
client she is working with. " (3); 
"We would not do personal psychotherapy in the supervision 
context. We would get a contract from the person that they would 
take that to personal psychotherapy" (7). 
3.7. g second stance articulates and ýmeý the ýýonal issue of th s pervicý and 
then arranges for that to be dealt with somewhere else: 
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"something therapeutic comes up ... we can spend some time on 
it 
but always with the understanding that what we're doing is, we're 
taking that up and putting it in a very gentle cottonwool package 
that they can then take across to their therapist" (6); 
"the task in supervision is to identify personal issues where they 
interfere with psychotherapy, explore them a bit and work at the 
consequences in terms of the relationship "(7); 
"I distinguish between private personal development which in my 
book does not belong in supervision ... and professional counsellor development. " (8): 
"People usually come along and say, I want a little bit about me as 
well and they'll talk about themselves ... we'll take some time to look at that " (14); 
"The counsellor is not here to get therapy. If they manage to get 
therapy during the process then for me that's a bonus. It is my 
intention to help them identify things that are blocking them for 
which they may need therapy and then take it to the appropriate 
place. " (17). 
3.8. Another stance makes limited room for dealing with the personal issues 
(2,9,10,16,19): 
"Because if they don't have a place to take that (personal issues) to 
and it does happen too often 1 want to say to them, `I think you 
need a place to take that to'. I think my boundaries are fairly 
flexible and I am prepared to give quite a lot of time to them 
working on an issue" (5); 
"I will deal with personal issues of the supervisee as they arise in 
the work but I see this as a brief episode rather than an ongoing 
one ... once we 
know this is an ongoing issue/problem then it is 
time for it to be referred to the counselling forum" (9); 
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"I wouldn't make a habit of this or do it often. I say `Well, I'll 
give you a couple of (counselling) sessions on this. This seems to 
he really important and if there are any more I would have to refer 
you on ... that's always for people who are learning; I've never done it with experienced counsellors" (13); 
"I'm aware that some supervisees want to work on personal issues 
much more with me and are not prepared to work on clients until 
they've worked those out and I think I'm pretty free on that, 
although when I notice that happening quite a bit I'll say to them 
'we've spent a lot of time on personal issues; next time we need to 
have a real look at your clients" (15); 
"When personal issues arise in supervision ... I negotiate with the 
supervisee about `do you want to use some of this time to explore 
this a bit further' and if they do then that is what we do" (17); 
"For the last three or four sessions I made it clear I was going to 
have to do therapy ... 
it was more possible doing it knowing I 
wasn't going to see him again and it was clear to both of us that 
we had changed roles" (22); 
"One group session is followed up by an individual session ... and in that one it would he an overall view of, where are you 
personally with this work" (11); 
3.9. Supervisors differ too on the issue of personal counselling or psychotherapy 
as an essential ingredient of training: 
For some it is essential, 
"I would only consult in supervision with those who were in personal 
therapy, or had access to it. " (6) 
Others take a pragmatic view and, if supervisees are not in personal counselling or 
cannot afford to be, they will use some of the supervision time to deal with personal 
issues emerging from the work with clients (18). 
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3.10. Views on personal counselling as a requirement for training do not divide 
along orientation lines: 
One psychodynamic supervisor says, 
"I am not a believer myself personally that everybody who is a 
counsellor should have personal therapy. I've supervised a 
number of people who've done excellent work who've not actually 
had therapy" ((4). 
Another psychodynamic supervisor states, 
"I feel very strongly on this one that people should only go into 
therapy because they are drawn to it by their own personal needs 
... I 
like people to discover that they want therapy. If I really felt 
that this person just couldn't do without it (personal therapy) I 
would say it and be quite firm about it. " (11) 
The developmental stage of the supervisee was also seen as relevant, 
"It depends at what stage they are; in the early stages it would be 
desirable. On the other hand I've worked with voluntary 
counsellors who either don't have the time, or the money or the 
inclination or don't feel the need, and then one has to work 
without it. That would limit their counselling work" (18). 
Equally passionate views are held from a humanistic supervisor, 
"I've got a very strong stand about that because all our trainees are 
in personal psychotherapy ... (If personal issues arose for the 
supervisee) we would look at it in terms of the client, and options, 
and interventions but we would not do the personal work that is 
associated with it ... I think it pays to keep these two relationships 
separate. Otherwise I think what often happens is that supervision 
turns into psychotherapy and people don't actually get supervision 
and I think the clients suffer" (7). 
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3.11. Some supervisors feel very strongly about demanding action if they were 
worried about the work: 
"If I thought they were bad enough I would say, Go and get some 
therapy or you'll have to stop" (4). 
CONCLUSIONS 
The main conclusions drawn from reflections on the counselling task of supervision 
are the following: 
a) supervisors will only deal with the personal issues (counselling issues) of 
supervisees that arise from their work with clients. 
b) they will deal with them only insofar as necessary to help the supervisee 
become more effective as a counsellor, and not for issues of personal growth 
c) they differ in how much time they will allow for the supervisee to work on 
his/her personal issues in counselling. 
d) they differ in how far they will demand personal therapy for those in 
supervision. 
There are some hints that this divides along orientation lines with the more 
psychodynamic supervisors prepared to do less "counselling" work in supervision and 
those at the more humanistic end prepared to contract for personal time, sometimes 
quite substantial amounts of personal time. However, though not rigid, there is a 
strong indication that theoretical orientation plays a large part in the thinking of 
supervisors on the theme of the relationship between counselling and supervision and 
in how far counselling modes are allowed into supervisory arrangements. 
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4. THE PROFESSIONAL/ETHICAL MONITORING TASK OF 
SUPERVISION 
4.1. Monitoring the ethical/professional aspects of the sunervisees' work is an 
essential in ient of the supervisors' work: 
"the client has a right to expect that" (3); 
"Yes, I definitely see that as my job" (7); 
"I feel very strongly about the professional part and the ethics. 
I'm always on the lookout for anything that is not at all 
professional" (19). 
Besides the ethical codes, professional practice is seen as important here, 
"things like the number of hours of work being done and is 
somebody actually available given the kind of emotional 
availability and so on, suitability of their premises, kind of 
facilities being offered ... fee levels" (2); 
"I mean if I felt that people were not keeping time properly, or 
boundaries, I can be very firm. I'm quite clear that the 
counselling profession depends to a large extent on boundaries" 
(1). 
4.2. ow that monitoring takes place di ffers Quite a lot: 
Most would agree that their task was 
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"to alert the counsellor to those (professional and ethical issues) 
and make sure the counsellor is taking responsibility for those" 
(8); 
"1 challenge bad, I mean I challenge practice I'm not comfortable 
with (5); 
"It's at the sexual level that the ethical thing will come up and 
then it's very important to encourage the client to really talk about, 
you know, how they are actually feeling about their client and how 
they feel about their affection for the client, sexual desire for the 
client and how they are handling the client who wants to be 
sexual with them, loving with them ... you know it's amazing 
when a supervisee is actually given permission to own their 
feelings as honourable, you know, even that they may be 
legitimately expressed. " (6). 
4.3. Many supervisors wait until professional and ethical iý ues arise from within 
the client work of the su rvi ee: 
They then deal with it/them as supervisory issues. The rationale for this is that 
supervisors expect the training courses to teach ethical and professional standards and 
to acquaint supervisees with the various ethical codes. However, there are some 
exceptions, the beginning trainee (22) and the trainee about whom the supervisor is 
worried, 
"in supervising the person when they really should not be 
counselling, but you know they are going to, so you might as well 
try and help them make a not-bad job of it. In that case you 
probably are watching for those professional and ethical 
issues. "(22); 
"I would see it as part of the contract that counsellors are working 
to British Association For Counselling ethics. That is something i 
would always ask and say that I would work with them on that 
condition" (15); 
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4.4. Supervisors do not view their task as "teasing" (10) ethical codes and 
standards but rather to review their implementation: e. g. 
"actually to make sure they have a professional body that they 
belong to and that they actually adhere to that particular code of 
practice" (10); 
"I would do things like say, `in your situation hadn't you better 
get some insurance and tell them about this cheap scheme" (11); 
"I always ask them which code of ethics they work to... I take a 
copy of the British Association for Counselling Code of Ethics and 
I give that to all the students " (13); 
"I don't have a format of questions for that. " (14) 
4.5. Initially, supervisors want to know that sunervisees know. understand to some 
degree and adhere to professional codes of practice: 
The developmental stage of the supervisee is seen as important here, 
"I mean for someone coming for consultative supervision after 
qualification or experienced then you might assume it until proved 
otherwise" (22). 
They monitor the work with antennae out for professional/ethical issues that could be 
potentially or actually harmful to clients, 
"With trainees 1 do spend time just helping them look at what their 
standards are, and how they know what's good enough practice for 
them ... and what are your values? " (5) 
4.6. Several issues arse within this area for he supervisor: 
First, what should I do when someone is not behaving ethically within a counselling 
relationship? 
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Secondly, how to work with values that differ across counselling orientations when 
the supervisee and supervisor are from different counselling traditions. And thirdly 
how to respond to a supervisee when the professional judgment of the supervisor is 
that he or she should not be seeing clients? 
The fast question is seen by supervisors in developmental terms. Supervisees are 
expected to make mistakes and the norm is to talk over the issue with the supervisee 
and help them reframe the issues and the dilemmas, look at why they did what they 
did, and help them learn other frameworks. 
"And the modelling is always there. I will start by setting up the 
boundaries and they will work within my boundaries and therefore 
feel what it's like to work within my boundaries" (19), 
"supervision is a lot about promoting the process of self reflection 
and self evaluation so I'm hoping the supervisee will tell me 
they've made a big mistake. Maybe it's not quite as big as they 
thought. Rather than me saying `You've made a big mistake'. 
They think they're wonderful and I think they're absolutely ... that's not usually how it is. They do things I wouldn't do - I'll 
say that, `I don't think that's going to work' or `I think you're 
going to find in the next session ... these sorts of responses" (20). 
4.7. When a supervisor has anxieties about a sunervisee' 
"I would consult with my colleagues" (18,13) is often a first step. A second step, 
or indeed a first step if it is not too serious, is to bring up the issue in supervision. 
One of the most difficult decisions for all supervisors is sharing with a supervisee a 
decision that he/she (the trainee) is not perhaps suited for this role. 
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"I really dread it. I'm very bad at it ... 
it's the remaining part of 
my practice I feel least comfortable about and am most ambivalent 
about. I have done it" (5); 
"Well, I actually said to someone who came to me for supervision, 
`I really don't think you ought to be having clients. I think you 
ought to go and have some therapy'". (6); 
"Certainly in individual supervision I have stopped counsellors 
counselling because they themselves were in such a state of 
personal crisis that I felt it interfered with their work" (16); 
"I'm saying to this supervisee, I don't feel I would want her to do 
any long term counselling at the moment" (19); 
"If the worst came to the worst I think you would have to say I 
can't supervise you" (11); 
"It's the borderline student that it is really hard to make the 
decision ... 
for them that is enormously reacting ... but to duck the evaluation process of the student is very wrong" (15). 
Ethical committees will also he used (11). 
4.8. The second question of working across counselling orientations and the various 
values conflict that might emerge is generally nose: 
Most supervisors feel they could supervise across orientations especially using the 
broad bands of breakdown into psychodynamic, humanistic and behavioural 
counselling. Psychodynamic and humanistic supervisors seem to have little difficulty 
in supervising one another. Both feel hesitant to supervise from a purely 
cognitive-behavioural standpoint, through one talked about doing it (14). The latter 
articulated a broad principle that would well be subscribed to by most supervisors, 
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"I don't see a difficulty. What you are doing is working for the 
client and it could be very limited if your supervision could only 
go to people who have been through the same process as yourself 
... I don't think there 
is only one way of working with clients. 
What is most important is that the counsellor is effective, whatever 
way they are using. Someone might be a wonderful behaviourist 
and very effective with clients and somebody may work 
psychodynamically and very effectively and somebody may be 
Gestalt and work very effectively and my job as supervisor is to 
enable them to do that to the best of their ability" (14). 
There were no supervisors interviewed who saw themselves working as 
cognitive/behavioural supervisors. However, issues do emerge which will be around 
the boundaries in counselling e. g. touch, getting outside help for a suicidal client. In 
some instances supervisors will be directive and tell the supervisee what to do if there 
is a possibility of harm to the client or harm to another person in the client's life, 
"I would try to elicit that `don't' or `I shouldn't, should I' from 
the supervisee but in the end I would certainly say. `Don't' "(8). 
The modus agendi for supervisors when faced with cross orientation difference of 
values is to look to the motives of the supervisee, 
"Let's run through what is happening there to see what is 
happening in this situation. What's happening for you? What were 
you doing this for? What were your motives? What were you 
hoping for? ... what do you think the client would be thinking and feeling about that? " (13), 
"My supervisees are pretty good at touching and hugging and 
cuddling. The important thing that I would want to always ask is, 
for whose benefit are you doing this? " (6). 
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4.9. On the third question of what to do when there are serious doubts in the 
supervisor's mind about a sunervisee's ability to work in counselling there are 
several viewpoints: 
One stance is somewhat fatalistic and works with what is there, 
" ... I am never too happy with the response that says `I would say I just couldn't supervise them' because then I ask what is going to 
happen to them ... I think it wouldn't be my first line of resort to 
stop supervision; it might be my last, or near the middle, or near 
the last" (22); 
"one of the things about supervision is what do you do if you 
really think the client is being damaged by what's going on. With 
my psychodynamic hat on I wouldn't say automatically `scrap the 
relationship'. I wouldn't automatically say it must stop. I would 
say `why is this being enacted? ' Is it something that is quite 
damaged in the counsellor? Is it countertransference? " (12). 
Some supervisors demand that their supervisees either be within or have access to 
personal counselling as a way of dealing with the issues that could infringe on 
professional or ethical topics, 
"I would hesitate to take on somebody who wasn't ready or 
prepared to be in personal psychotherapy ... I wouldn't actually supervise someone who wasn't prepared to subscribe to a code of 
ethics" (7); 
"My recommendation would be that at the moment, because his 
judgement is out of sync with what it should be, that he doesn't 
counsel at least for the time being. It wasn't a case of `You're 
sacked forever' but that he's got needs that are not being met 
personally, that are now intruding into the work and he needs to 
sort that out if he is to make sounder judgments with clients" (3). 
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CONCLUSIONS 
This task of supervision commands the most agreement both theoretically and 
operationally. Supervisors agree on their task. They generally do not teach 
ethical/professional issues but monitor them for the welfare of the client and the 
development of the supervisee. They will confront bad practice, take steps when they 
have worries about the professional conduct or abilities of their supervisees and in 
extreme cases suggest someone give up counselling at least for some time. 
There was an element of anxiety expressed throughout the interviews connected with 
negative evaluation around ethical issues. 
5. THE EVALUATION TASK 
5.1. There is general agreement amongst pervisors interviewed that evaluation is 
a task of sum ision 
"Under no circumstances do 1 want' to be in a position where 1 feel 
inhibited from addressing or challenging or whatever, practice that 
isn't good enough to deliver a good enough service to the client" 
(5); 
"I actually think it's part of the supervisor's task (evaluation). and 
what they owe the supervisee quite apart from training ... I really expect my supervisor to be willing to tell me how they thought I 
was doing ... Indeed 
if they didn't I would ask" (11). 
Others see informal evaluation (giving ongoing feedback) as part of supervision but 
formal evaluation (reports, written assessments etc) as not necessary. One supervisor 
had never written formal evaluations and saw it as changing the relationship, 
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"That would put me in the same sort of thing as the managerial 
role ... which would change relationships, and I'd be there in a judgemental role as well" (13); 
"I don't think you are going to eliminate the element of evaluation 
because it is there ... and since I rather firmly believe that 
supervisors are in the best position to assess the competence of a 
counsellor, I personally find it extremely hard to go along with the 
training which didn't use that, with all the difficulties involved. " 
(22) 
5.2. Feedback on all aspects of_nervision is built into the contract with 
sunervisees: 
"I nearly always, if I take someone on for supervision, suggest a 
review after three months to see if we are right for each other 
because I actually do see evaluation with an experienced person as 
in some sense two way" (22); 
"I'd say it's an ongoing evaluation process(11); 
"1 think what it needs to be is constant specific feedback, right the 
way through, not an evaluation at the end of the course, but giving 
them constant feedback so that the student knows all the time (15); 
"I suggest to the supervisee, let's reflect back on what we've done 
and what the learning is that's taken place. Do we need to 
renegotiate contracts? Are you needing more? Are you getting 
your needs met? " (10). 
5.3. Evaluation is seen as the responsibility of týpelyispr and undoubt di 
creates a certain kind of relationsbin: 
"there is in all supervisory relationships some element of hierarchy 
or authority" (3); 
"I have some misgivings if supervision is separate from 
assessment" (4); 
"I think the supervisor's assessment is one of the most crucial 
because it is the supervisor actually who is aware of what is going 
on in the counsellor and I think that is really essential" (21). 
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5.4. In all the tasks of supervision this is the one where the power element is most 
lr: 
"Evaluation does involve a power element. We cannot ignore 
that" (9). 
However, supervisors see the relationship between supervisor and supervisee as 
making all the difference in how evaluation takes place and how it is accepted, 
"I see myself as creating an atmosphere in which the supervisee is 
free to bring their full work; successes and failures.... I am aware 
that supervisors can be punitive and if that happens it creates 
mistrust and the supervisee is anxious about sharing areas of 
weakness. A supervisor must not be naive about the power 
counsellors perceive them to have" (9). 
Making supervision a safe place for supervisees is high on the priority list for 
supervisors. Most would agree with the comment, 
"I actually see one of my fundamental tasks to make somebody 
feel safe enough to reveal themselves and their work ... I'm not 
too worried about it making a supervisee a bit anxious ... 
if you 
can't tolerate anxiety I don't know what you are going to do in 
your work with a client" (11); 
"I create a climate where it is actually possible to look at positives 
and negatives in a way that is enabling, not threatening. " (8) 
One supervisor talks about paranoia. 
"the paranoia that surrounds having a supervisor maybe in a 
judgemental position. One of the difficult tasks is to balance one's 
critical role with one's encouraging role. " (4); 
"it's so paranoic it takes off. This place is rife with it when all 
the assessments are going out" (21). 
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Another (4) goes on to relate what could be a theoretical difference in supervision, 
"I'm a fairly analytic person and analytic responses can feel very 
persecutory so I have found that unless I watch that, counsellors 
get threatened. " (4) 
A further supervisor puts the welfare of the client as the chief aim of supervision, 
"when I take on a supervisee I tell them `I do have to know how 
you practice because I feel I have a responsibility to your clients 
... and I want to know what it is I'm endorsing, because if I am 
your supervisor I endorse you in something" (5). 
For all supervisors this is a serious obligation of their role and often placed within the 
realm of ethical responsibility 
"I would say that that was part of my ethical responsibility ... I mean, your clinical responsibility is to evaluate the counsellor's 
work and I don't think that that has to be so destructive" (11); 
"I am not trying to say there is no formal assessment - there is. 
But practical assessment should be less about rubber stamping or 
passing or failing as about learning, and a basis for learning and a 
mutual thing". (3) 
It is hoped that supervision will be viewed within a "learning/growing situation " (3) 
and not "seen like a school report" (1), that it will be "friendly information" (6). 
Interviewees were adamant that evaluation should not be a once off assessment of the 
supervisee but should be ongoing feedback which will be formalised, if needed, in a 
written document (7,18) 
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5.5. A well trodden method of evaluation within supervision is common 
(1,5,8,11,18,19,21): 
Supervisors ask supervisees to evaluate themselves first of all. 
If supervision takes place within a small group then supervisees may evaluate each 
other. The supervisor then gives the formal evaluation which is often written. 
Interviewees specified their own way of working: 
"I get them to evaluate themselves. Sometimes I add some and 
sometimes I subtract some so that it is a joint evaluation" (7); 
"We give each other grades ... to give a grade on each of the 
points " (6); 
"I either do it one of two ways. I'll either get them initially to 
write a report themselves and I will share it with them and amend 
it with them or l will write a report and share it with them. " (4) 
Some supervisors have clear criteria for evaluation, 
"I get to what I call the five finger exercise: I want a diagnosis, I 
want strategy, I want their understanding the transference, the 
countertransference, and lastly the process ... at the end of 
it that 
is how we grade" (6). 
Others (16) keep it very open, 
"I don't have a checklist in my head or on a sheet of paper that I 
use afterwards ... I think 
it is more intuitive ... Is 
it feeling 
right? " (12). 
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Some supervisors ask for evaluation on their role as supervisor, 
"I want feedback because I also need to know where I am" (10); 
"But the evaluation I see as also being from them to me ... how has this been for you? How do you feel 1 have worked with you? 
(23); 
"lastly they give a grade on how I've functioned" (10). 
5.6. There is a marked difference in reaction to the use of taped material as a way 
of assessing how the supervisee is working with clients: 
Some see it as an essential way into the work 
"That's why I think tapes help so much ... sometimes people 
report something and it sounds dreadful and they play the tape and 
it's really good therapy ... I want the tapes because I do not 
always trust their own judgement, one way or the other, of the 
way they work" (7). 
Others see it as interfering with the process, 
"I'm a bit worried about how good it is for the client" ((11); 
"I think I would prefer not (to use tapes) given my orientation and 
the emphasis and place here on the relationship and the 
transference and the countertransference. I think perhaps it could 
very well be an intrusion". (21). 
It would be unwise to make too general a statement that psychodynamic approaches 
never use tapes. However, by and large that does seem to be the stance of the 
psychodynamic supervisors interviewed. Humanistic approaches often use taped 
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material and in some instances supervisors require that supervisees tape sessions for 
supervision. In one instance (10) the supervisory sessions were taped and the 
supervisee used the tape for their own learning. Stances on taping as a method of 
evaluating tended to be somewhat rigid on a continuum of always asking for tapes, 
to not condoning the use of taped material in either counselling or supervision. One 
supervisor who doesn't use tapes outlined the difficulty of assessment in this area and 
shared personal experience, 
"I did it when I was training (hide what 1 was doing from the 
supervisor) ... I think most people do ... I think perhaps we all do 
as I did" (21). 
Those who do not use taped material claim that the client is represented in the 
supervisory session by the supervisee, 
"I see the client through the supervisee. It's an edited edition. 
You know the supervisee may try very hard not to reveal 
themselves, but it's difficult not to really" (11). 
5.7. Evaluation is also a method by which supervisors let suuperviees know they 
are ppy about aspects of their work or. more finally they consider the 
cgnervisee should leave the profession or give un counselling for some time: 
"Yes, I would be quite straight with them ... once or twice I've 
said to people, `Look, 1 don't think you are in the right business'" 
(7); 
"There have been times when I have actually stopped counsellors 
from working because 1 have not felt that their standards were high 
enough" (23). 
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CONCLUSIONS 
From the interviews evaluation can be seen as formal or informal. The former, in 
which feedback on how the supervisee is working as a counsellor, how their learning 
takes place, takes place regularly in supervision. Some build in review sessions in 
which this takes place. All attest to the anxiety raised by formal evaluation i. e. where 
some report or report back is given to the training organisation. 
There is a marked difference between those who have clear criteria by which they 
evaluate, and those who go more for the "feel" of the work being done by the 
supervisee. This, again, seems to be an area where further training for supervisors 
in methods of evaluating trainees would be helpful, especially giving access to some 
of the supervisory rating forms available. 
Formal evaluations should always be shared with the supervisee and something has 
gone wrong if the contents come as a surprise. Informal evaluation should be 
constantly feeding back what the formal reports summarise. 
The quality of the supervision is seen as the context in which evaluation is itself 
evaluated. If the feedback is seen as punitive or harsh then evaluation procedures are 
reviewed negatively. Where the relationship is safe, where the supervisee is expected 
to learn in a gradual way, sometimes making mistakes, then the supervisee feels free 
to share these and learn from them. 
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6. THE CONSULTING TASK 
Questions around the consulting task of supervision were put to supervisors in terms 
of systems involved: understanding the client as a system in his/her own right, the 
relationship between supervisee and client as another system, the supervisee as system, 
the relationship between the supervisor and the supervisee as a further system, and the 
supervisor as a system (Hawkins and Shohet, 1989). The process of individual 
supervision involves three intermingling systems (supervisor, supervisee, client), a 
"triadic" relationship. One supervisor suggested that a fourth very important system 
that can be easily overlooked is the "agency involved, like the college, if it's a 
student or who they are working for (their placement)" (15) 
6.1. The consulting task is described in various ways by rune : 
"Freud talked about hovering .... when I supervise 1 try to stay 
with what is actually happening, sort of reacting with the bit that 
seems appropriate at the time" (4); 
"having trained at the sociological end of the spectrum rather than 
the psychological end, I'm very systems aware ... 
I think we tend 
to look too narrowly (5); 
"supervision is almost ... three or four dimensional and I have to 
see some things through starting with myself .. the transference. How I am with the supervisee and how the supervise is with the 
agency ... or with the client ... so you're actually seeing it through 
several different layers ." (19); 
"I think one must be so very aware of the social system ... 
in lots 
of psychotherapy or analysis the whole focus is on just those two, 
on what's going on between the client and the counsellor. I mean, 
that's drastic really .. " (21); 
"supervision ... 
is about seeing the client through the supervisee 
... a 
lot of supervisees are very keen on the content of the client 
and the client's life whereas I'm much more interested, not so 
much in the content, but very much more in the process" (19). 
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6.2. There is a different emphasis on different systems from supervisors: 
All make it clear that they want to keep an eye on all aspects of what is happening, 
"I don't see how I could operate any other way, actually. I don't 
see how I could operate without taking them into consideration. I 
could find it difficult to focus on all four areas at the same time 
but I think whether directly or indirectly they're all in there" (17); 
"Yes, I think there is a connection all the way through because of 
using, if you like, the transference and the countertransference. 
What is going on with the client and what is going on with the 
supervisee is then going to be reflected in what is going on with 
me and the supervisee. I can then be aware of what's going on for 
me to be able to feed that back so hopefully then the supervisee 
will be able to see where that is with the client" (19). 
Psychodynamic counsellors stress two systems, the relationship between the supervisee 
and the counsellor and the relationship between supervisor and supervisee (12,16,19, 
22) e. g. 
"I have one predominant thing I do more than anything else which 
is to work with countertransference ... what the counsellor's feelings are in response to what is happening in the current 
counselling relationship" (2). 
However supervisors who see themselves from orientations other than psychodynamic 
will often concentrate on similar systems, 
"I think I probably emphasise the counsellor/client one the most. 
I'm looking at that the most, at what's going on there" (13). 
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6.3. Supervisors want to know what is happening with the client: 
"I need to know enough about the client ... there is the art of helping the supervisee to learn how to present in such a way that 
you get enough of the client" (22); 
"Usually I would start off by getting a supervisee to give me a pen 
picture of where they are. If it's someone who hasn't talked about 
the client before they have to give me the background to the client, 
why that person came to them, what would the diagnosis be, and 
what's the kind of contract" (10)(14,20) . 
Some see the relationship between supervisee and client as the key system in the 
chain, and concentrate on understanding and making it effective (3,13). Others view 
the diagnosis or the assessment of the clients as fundamental to the total process. 
I want to know what the diagnosis is ... as long as it (what the supervisee is doing with the client) is based on a diagnosis, I am 
happy about that" (6). 
Others use their own feelings and reactions (their countertransference) as a crucial 
method of keeping in touch with the systems involved, 
"I am trying to work at what is happening to me .... be alertable to how my understanding of countertransference will alert me to 
the whole process of what has been mirrored, reflected" (5); 
"Are there any counternansference problems? Are they being 
reproduced here in the supervision process with me? "(7); 
"one can only discover the process in as far as I am in touch with 
myself" (6). 
For most supervisors the focus is not on the content of the counselling, though that 
is where it starts, 
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"Yes, I would focus with what is going on with the client, but it's 
more. What I find a lot of supervisees are very keen on the 
content of the client and the client's life and everything, whereas 
I'm much more interested, not so much in the content, but very 
much more in the process. " (19). 
This can be reflected further in staying with where the supervisee is and using that as 
the focus, 
"I'm more monitoring the supervisee than I'm actually being able 
to monitor their work ... if a supervisee can't hear anything I'm 
saying then it's probably possible they can't hear anything the 
client's saying either. " (20) 
6.4. Dependent on the focus of supervision is the method of how upervisees are 
encouraged to present their cliew. 
There are supervisors who ask for audiotapes of sessions (13,5,13) between clients 
and counsellors, 
"I find tapes very useful. Some people can describe what they are 
doing very well, but there's quite often a fair discrepancy between 
what they're describing and what's happening" (13). 
Other supervisors do not work with tapes, 
"I've never done that primarily because I had to supply tapes when 
I was training and I found the whole process terrifying, actually 
persecutory" (12). 
Others ask for notes kept by supervisees and sometimes require process notes of 
sessions, others again work solely with what the supervisee verbally presents within 
the supervision session. The latter is put well by one supervisor, 
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"I certainly don't do anything that could remotely be called an 
assessment or a scientific measurement or anything alike that. I'm 
relying entirely on my sense which I guess could be very 
inaccurate and dangerous ... I'm really relying almost entirely on 
my countertransference and obviously that is linked to the parallel 
process which I really think is going on in a very powerful way" 
(12) 
Even though supervisors have clearly worked out ways of working with supervisees 
most are open to negotiating other formats with supervisees. 
6.5. The parallel process? or reflection process, is n by all supervisors as a real 
supervision: and workable phenomenon with' 
It is described as 
"monitoring the relationship between myself and the supervisee as 
a way of understanding what was happening between the 
supervisee and the client" (9). 
Its importance is described by supervisors; 
"The parallel process, the reflection process, that's there. I haven't 
spoken about it up to now, but that's of primary importance" (8); 
"the countertransference is very key to me though I am not 
formally analytically trained. I'm a humanist therapist though I do 
see it as quite crucial. It's also quite accessible in supervision ... the process of the supervision session is more important than what 
they actually present about the clients" (20); 
"I find that so productive" (16); 
"What is going on with the client and what is going on with the 
supervisee is then going to be reflected in what is going on 
between me and the supervisee, so 1 can then be aware of what's 
going on for me to be able to feed that back" (19). 
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Supervisors see the parallel process and the countertransference issues arising in them 
as supervisors as a main focus for monitoring what is happening with the clients, 
"My sense of what actually goes on in the session is very mediated 
through the supervisee's presentation and what they're saying and 
what they're not saying, so although I can say, yes, I'm an 
advocate of the client and monitoring the quality of the service I 
think it's very hard for me to do that, except indirectly by 
monitoring what I believe is the quality of how the process is 
being reflected in the session with me" (20). 
6.6. m supervisors have reservations about how the parallel process is used in 
ii n: 
I think it's useful. I sometimes get fed up with how much it is 
involved as if it is everything there, but I think it has its uses in 
being able to see what is going on ... It's more useful with the more 
experienced supervisees (15); 
"when I'm critical of people's supervision work 1 notice it's almost 
always because I get really pissed off with them arbitrarily deciding 
to focus the supervisor/supervisee system and how it reflects on. I 
don't think the student has a clue what's being talked about. They 
just think they are being judged in some way" (5); 
"just recently in a group I had three new trainees joining and I 
could see that they were just so taken aback by it and I said at the 
end of the session, don't be too disconcerted, it will become clear to 
you eventually" (16). 
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6.7. The developmental stage of the sunervisee is n as important in engaging in 
the consultative task 
"When someone has their first client they're very worried just 
being in the room, you know, and what they really need to be 
grounded in is just being there, it doesn't matter what they're 
doing ... to engage ... whereas later you'd ask them to be more in touch with themselves .... That's it, yes. " (21); 
"well, I think more prominent at the beginning is concentrating on 
the client and people when they have more confidence are more 
prepared to say... the idea for a brand new trainee counsellor to 
say that I was bored by my client, they'd feel so guilty that they're 
failing, that they won't tell you. It's both in their development and 
in the development of the relationship between you and them or 
within the group" (11). 
6.8. The consultation task in supervision is seen by many as the key underlying 
task that determines other tasks: 
It's the task that involves the process and understanding what is needed to help the 
total system move. One supervisor probably put it well: 
"You see, I have that checklist: I'm constantly saying, What is 
the priority in this particular case: Is it a question of 
countertransference? Is that your main presenting problem or is it 
a question of treatment planning or is it a question of technique? 
Is it an ethics problem? ... is it a theoretical problem? Is it a 
thinking problem? Sometimes it's a thinking problem. " (7). 
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CONCLUSIONS 
There is general agreement amongst supervisors about the various systems involved 
and their wish and need to pay attention to all of them. Within that, supervisors have 
their preferred stances where they concentrate on what they consider to be the key 
systems. The relationship systems generally tend to be the one of most concentration, 
certainly as supervision progresses, with psychodynamic supervisors paying particular 
attention to the transference/countert ransference issues within these. 
All supervisors pay attention to the client and what is happening within their lives. 
After that, counselling orientation plays a part in the focus, with psychodynamic 
supervisors concentrating on the relationships involved (between the counsellor and 
client and between the counsellor and the supervisor) while humanistic supervisors are 
inclined towards what is happening to the counsellor. This is a matter of emphasis 
rather than a strict division. 
'] _ 
THE ADMINISTRATION TASK 
7.1. Supervisors are very aware of the contextual 
_issues 
in and around cion: 
These include the agency in which the supervisee works and sees clients, the 
educational training in which the supervisee is a student, the future training needs of 
the supervisee. Supervisors are aware of the many contexts that influence work with 
clients and see them as relevant material for supervision, 
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"I don't see supervision as just talking about clients. Sometimes 
it's talking about me as a counsellor ... sometimes it's talking about theory and ideas I've got; other times it's talking about patterns 
within cases rather than a particular case ... sometimes it's talking 
about the way I manage my counselling work, or agency issues" 
(3); 
"I don't see supervision as just talking about clients" (1); 
"the agency issues, if that's interfering in some way with their 
work, then that's valuable work for supervision" (8); 
"I find an awful lot of time in supervision is taken up with actual 
stuff to do with relationships with colleagues and the institution 
and I'm very keen on systems work. " (20) : 
"I suppose it's really where the supervisee is coming from. What 
kind of agency they are working for and how that is going to 
affect their work ... what does the agency expect from them? What has to he fed back to the agency and therefore how that will 
affect their work with a client" (19). 
In many instances clients are seen in agencies, mental health centres, as part of G. P. 
surgeries, community health centres, within the National Health Service, and in 
various other institutional settings. Supervisors are clear that such settings affect the 
work with clients, 
"If you go to an organisation for counselling ... the organisation affects what's going on " (21), 
"We have a misnomer that the client is coming just to the 
individual. I actually think clients come to agencies and the 
agency has a responsibility, and therefore the actual ethos of the 
agency and how that actually is carried through in very ordinary 
things like the policies of letter writing to clients ... I can't divorce the client from those processes, " (4). 
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Part of the supervisory task is to 
"alert the supervisee to the wider context, and to challenge them as 
to what they are going to do... I want to come back to, so what 
does that mean in terms of you developing the most effective 
service you can to this client or these clients in this context" ((5). 
A cautionary note was mooted by one supervisor in respect of the amount of time 
spent on administrative issues within supervision, 
"Yes, as long as it doesn't take up too much time" (16) 
whilst another was more accepting, 
"Sometimes in supervision I find it's very hard to make a space 
for actual work with clients because they're so dominated with all 
the institutional, organisational systems dynamics that are going on 
... I 
don't think it's a diversion from work with clients" (20) 
and another wanted to probe the reasons behind organisational issues emerging in 
supervision 
" ... but I would ask myself why they would want to talk to me 
about it, whether there is some splitting going on , whether they want me on their side against the institution. Now that's not 
administration" (18). 
7.2. Supervisors realise that the agency which clients are seen affect the 
peutic relationshi: 
The supervisee is the contact point between the client and their outside world and the 
agency and its inside world. The supervisor is a sort of conduit who carries the client 
into the agency and communicates the agency to the client. For this reason 
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supervisors see supervision as a forum in which management issues are raised and 
dealt with, where agency relationships are considered and where policies and 
administration within the agency are important elements in how the client emerges 
from this experience, 
"I have process and management as two aspects of the supervisor's 
task and yes, I think the supervisor always is responsible for 
looking at management issues"(4). 
The general principle for supervisors is 
"to help the supervisee deal with whatever is part of their 
professional life as counsellors and if agency or administrative 
matters are intruding on their learning or counselling then we deal 
with that" (9); 
"I wouldn't start trying to change the organisation, but I think it is 
important to find out what context they work in" (14). 
While encouraging the supervisee to take back problems to the placement agency, 
supervisors will support their efforts and sometimes allow themselves to be quoted 
(16). 
7.3. Some . suprvisors La tad 
by the agency to supervise counsellors within it: 
When their contract is with the agency they have no problems in feeding back 
information affecting clients, and intervene with management to create more effective 
therapeutic conditions; 
"if I was employed by an agency ... 1 would clarify the sort of 
contract of what the role was, to be very clear what the role was 
and what were the boundaries of confidentiality" (13). 
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There are a variety of stances of what to do when the supervisory contract is with the 
supervisee who is working within an agency and problems and issues affecting client 
work emerge in supervision. The general approach would be similar to the following, 
"The first thing was I encouraged the person (the supervisee) to 
take responsibility for it and then when I saw that something really 
quite destructive was going on in that agency, I actually took it up. 
Because it seemed to me that the very nature of that particular 
agency was toxic and that they were not an enabling agency ... they were destructive" (6). 
Some supervisors try to maintain contact with the agency in which the supervisee 
Works, 
"I am in touch with him (the head of the agency in which the 
supervisee works); I would get reports from that person, and I 
would liaise with that person - yes, it's just not that common" (7). 
Others see their task to work with the supervisee, to deal with administrative and 
agency matters as they arise, but not to intervene as supervisor in placement (11,23), 
"I never have (intervened in the context personally as supervisor). 
I can't immediately see a place that I would do. I would hope we 
can talk it through and help them work into being assertive ... and perhaps take it on for themselves really" (13); 
"No, I would always get the supervisee to sort it out. I wouldn't 
go and do it over their heads or anything" (19). 
Dealing directly with the agency as a counsellor is sometimes viewed as treating the 
supervisee as a child and not an adult (21,18), or analogous to interfering in the life 
of a client or a patient outside the counselling hour (22). All supervisors were 
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prepared to view "extreme situations" as possible moments in which they might 
intervene in an agency, though many could not conceptualise particular instances of 
this (4). 
7.4. Tripartite meetings are a way of resolving problematic areas affecting the work 
with the clients: (12) 
A number of supervisors felt that the clarity of contracts goes a long way in clarifying 
agreements and giving a basis for renegotiation, if needed, 
"I think they have to make an agreement or a contract with their 
agency and if that agreement isn't working out because they are 
having problems with the manager, that has to be sorted out" (19). 
Some would wait for the counsellor to ask them to intervene with the agency (14). 
Whilst supervisors agree that the administrative task of supervision is crucial, they 
differ on how much time they allow it and how much they are prepared to intervene 
within the system affecting clients and supervisees. Again, it seems that counselling 
orientations may direct the approach to this, with psychodynamic supervisors less 
prepared to intervene directly outside the supervisory relationship whilst humanistic 
supervisors are more prepared to do so. 
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7.7. DISCUSSION 
The general theme that emerges from interviewees is that there is remarkable 
agreement on the theory of supervision and what it means cognitively. All 
supervisors agreed on the importance of all the tasks and none added further tasks, 
though they often subdivided them or combined tasks together (e. g. the evaluation 
task combined with monitoring ethical/professional issues). Remarkable as the 
agreement on the theoretical aspects of supervision is, is the disagreement on how the 
tasks are implemented with supervisees. Here quite wide divergences appear in the 
ways supervisees operationalise the tasks. An overall theme that explains this is the 
theoretical orientation of the supervisor which seems to play a major part in his/her 
views on ways of working with supervisees. The split falls squarely between the 
psychodynamic supervisor and those who designate themselves as humanistic. A 
conclusion from this is that British supervision is fairly solidly counsellor-bound i. e. 
supervision is allied to the counselling model of the supervisee. This accounts for 
some of the clear statements around supervision by supervisors. It also accounts for 
the possibility of the supervisee having to Adapt to the supervisor's model of 
supervision rather than the supervisor understanding operationally the developmental 
models of supervision. 
The tasks which reflect the most difference are the teaching and the counselling tasks, 
with the administrative, the consultative, and the relationship tasks as reflecting less 
difference. The areas where there is almost full agreement are the evaluation tasks 
and monitoring ethical/professional issues. 
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A second theme generated from the transcripts is the connection between a number 
of tasks. The teaching and counselling tasks are closely allied, as are evaluation and 
ethics, and consultancy and administration are often connected when a systems 
approach is muted. The relationship is more a container in which the other tasks are 
played out. 
An important finding from this study is the connection between the counselling 
orientation of the supervisor and how they engage in supervision. This may seem 
obvious and, in the early days of supervision counselling-bound models were 
predominant (Bernard and Goodyear, 1992; Holloway, 1992). However, the research 
on social role theories of supervision and developmental models of supervision 
(Chapters 1,2, and 3) have implications that supervisors are moving from rigid 
adherence to counselling models of supervision and relating more to the learning needs 
of the supervisee. Overall, the results indicate that this is not so in the British 
context. Within the confines of this research it could be concluded that the non-verbal 
message from supervisors to supervisees is, "You are expected to fit my model of 
supervision and adapt to it. I will probably not change my style of working, which 
will be allied to my counselling model. I know about the developmental models of 
supervision but you will have to adapt, not me". It is possible that supervisees chose 
their supervisors because of their counselling orientation, though this is not borne out 
by interviews with supervisors. If the former is true then the developmental model 
of supervision has little meaning in the British context other than theoretically. 
According to Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987) "... what distinguishes more advanced 
supervisors is their access to a wide variety of roles, depending on what is needed by 
the trainee. less advanced supervisors have only one or two roles available to them" 
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(p. 154). lt may be that the lack of systematic training in supervision has meant less 
access for British supervisors to a number of roles. 
There is some evidence that the counselling orientation of the supervisor will always 
play a significant part in the supervisory arrangement. Goldberg (1990) has written, 
"primary, in my opinion, is the personality or character style of the supervisor, which 
underlies theoretical orientation and determines the context and course of supervision. 
Rarely does the supervisee have a determining role in what aspect of, or how, his 
work is reviewed, except when the supervisor is really not interested or involved" (p. 
38). Goldberg has raised the point of personality or character style as basic. It would 
be an interesting further study to review the personality characteristic of the various 
supervisors and their link to both counselling orientation and their practice of 
supervision. Putney, Worthington and McCullough (1992) have researched the 
"effects of supervisor and supervisee theoretical orientation and supervisor-supervisee 
matching" and have emerged with some strong conclusions that fit with the 
conclusions of the present study. "This suggests", they have written, "that the 
conduct of a supervision session may generally be determined by the supervisor's 
method. The absence of significant interactions between supervisor and supervisee 
theory suggests that supervisors' styles (model, role, and focus), are relatively fixed 
... 
Furthermore, supervisors may not easily modify their supervisory styles to match 
perceived needs of their supervisees ... Thus, supervisors may rarely match their 
methods to their supervisees, yet such matching is predictive of perceived 
effectiveness of supervision and autonomy of intern supervisees" (p. 262). Putney, 
Worthington and McCullough (1992) concluded that more theoretical matching 
between supervisor and supervisee will help supervisory effectiveness. From the 
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conclusions of this study it may be more helpful in the long run to look at training 
supervisors rather than matching supervisor/supervisee, unless there is particular need 
for the supervisee to specialise in the counselling orientation of the supervisor. 
Training in supervision allows the supervisor to move across and within a number of 
generic tasks, roles, teaching strategies (Holloway, in press) consonant with the level 
of the supervisee. Matching according to orientation does not necessarily mean that 
the learning stage of the supervisee will influence the interventions of the supervisor. 
Holloway (1992) has made the point that counselling-bound models of supervision 
restrict the supervisor and, hence the supervision, "their (counselling bound models 
of supervision) parochialism has prevented them from incorporating knowledge from 
relevant foundation disciplines such as developmental, educational, and social 
psychology... the fundamental assumptions of the counselling -bound models have 
been challenged and are being replaced by models that incorporate knowledge from 
related psychology subdisciplines and that provide frameworks for empirical inquiry" 
(p. 179). The conclusions from interviews with supervisors above indicate yet again 
the need for continued training in supervision and move it further from its allegiances 
to counselling. 
This study is in keeping with the work of Goodyear, Abadie, and Efros (1984) who 
set out to see if counselling orientation affected the tasks and roles adopted by the 
supervisor. Their overall result was tentative, "The results .... seem to confirm that 
theoretical orientation is related to a supervisor's manifest behaviours, roles and 
attitudes" (p. 235). There is a sense in which this could not be otherwise. The 
theoretical orientation adopted by counsellors reflects their world view, their 
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understanding of personality, how they consider change takes place, and the processes 
that influence the lives of individuals. They could not be expected to leave all these 
values, attitudes, beliefs aside as they turn to supervise. Their supervision focus is 
often geared by these values. Thus "Rogers and Polster were perceived to function 
more as counsellors and to focus more on the person of the supervisee ... Ellis was 
perceived as more of a teacher who focused on skills; and Ellis and Ekstein were seen 
together as focusing on case conceptualisation, ... " (Goodyear et al.: 1984: 235). 
These results are in line with this present study. The argument from this thesis is 
that other tasks could be implemented within supervision, dependent on the 
supervisee's needs, without detriment to the values of the supervisor. This is of 
particular importance since many supervisors in Study 3 indicate that they supervise 
across counselling orientation and found this, not only not contradictory, but 
providing a richness for both supervisor and supervisee. Cross-theoretical models of 
supervision would seem to be highly relevant since cross-theoretical supervision is 
practised widely. Either way the words of Kennard, Stewart, and Gluck (1987) are 
pertinent here, "Two importance variables in the supervisory environment have yet 
to be investigated. One of these is the theoretical orientation of supervisor and 
trainee" (p. 172). 
Whether as a result of theoretical orientation or other factors, it does seem clear that 
supervision is not geared to meet supervisees' needs formally. There is some 
evidence for what Dowling (1984) has talked about, "supervisory behaviour is static 
across time. Supervisors dominated... by controlling topic initiation and talk time... 
supervisors talk behaviours... tend to be directed and unchanged across time and 
clinician... supervisory... behaviours (were found) to be stagnant from one training 
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site to another and across varying levels of supervisee clinical experience" (pp. 
27-28). Whereas Dowling's work was with speech pathologists and her words too 
strong for the findings here there is evidence that supervisors do not change tasks 
according to the needs of the supervisees. Dowling's own study (1984) came to 
different conclusions. 
Interviewing accredited supervisors has unearthed the richness of supervision in 
Britain at the present time. Supervisors come from a variety of counselling 
backgrounds, with varying amounts of training in supervision, and with an array of 
supervision interventions. As the first generation of British counselling supervisors 
they show overall the tendency to relate their supervision work to their counselling 
training and orientation. Perhaps the next generation of supervisors, being trained at 
the moment, will move supervision into a profession in its own right with the learning 
of the supervisee, rather than the orientation of the supervisor, as the key determinant 
of supervisory strategies. 
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CHAPTER 8: OVERALL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This final chapter will elicit conclusions from all three studies, and review 
implications of the findings for supervision and supervision training in Britain today. 
8.1 DISCUSSION 
These three studies focused on the "generic tasks of supervision" and were designed 
to research supervisory tasks in a field where little prior research has taken place. 
Even though each study stands on its own a number of overall conclusions can be 
drawn from the individual results. In fact, conclusions across all three studies tend 
to validate each other. 
First of all, it seems that the seven generic tasks can be accepted with some 
confidence. Through interviews (Study 3), the coding of supervisory tapes (Study 2), 
and the rank-ordering of supervision tasks (Study 1), there are solid grounds that 
supervisees, supervisors, and the work they do together, revolve around a number of 
tasks. This is in keeping with the supervisory literature and research in roles and tasks 
(Ellis and Dell, 1986; Ellis, Dell and Good, 1988; Gysbers and Johnson, 1965; 
Stenack and Dye, 1982,1983) as well as the task-oriented models of supervision 
(Chapter 1). 
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Secondly, it would appear that there is some hierarchy in these tasks as seen by 
supervisor and supervisee. Throughout the first two studies the consultation task of 
supervision emerged as the one rated most highly, expected to happen most often, and 
in taped sessions as the task most used by the participants. The administrative task 
is ranked lowest of all for supervisees, but is used more often in the supervisory tapes 
than some of the other tasks indicating perhaps that there is some discrepancy in how 
it is viewed and how it is used. From the coding methodology it is apparent that tasks 
do not conveniently stand alone in isolation from other tasks. There are areas of 
overlap and as Stenack and Dye (19820 concluded, it is difficult to define tasks by 
behaviours alone. They discovered that the teaching and the consulting tasks 
overlapped. Indeed intention and context need to be taken into consideration when 
tasks are be designated and defined. However, there is no support for Holloway's (in 
press) conclusions that supervisors spend most of their time in teacher-student 
transactions: the supervisory dyads differed substantially in tasks and teaching was 
second highest. However, she was right to point out that teaching involvement takes 
up more of the supervisors time than does the counselling task. 
In the Goodyear et al. study (1984) there is a suggestion that " .... that supervisors 
of all orientations use it (the consultant role) with equal emphasis" (p. 235). The 
results from the three studies indicate that this is possible. The consultant role is 
consistently rated the most important role/task in which both supervisor and supervisee 
are engaged. 
It could be argued, from conclusion in these studies, that supervision is primarily a 
consultative process in which the other tasks are integrated. The consultant role, in 
the supervisory tapes (Study 2), overlaps with most other tasks. It could be argued 
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that the way the supervisor does consultation is through teaching, evaluation, the use 
of the relationship, using the counselling task etc. 
These studies would support Bernard's (1979) discrimination model of supervisor roles 
of teacher, counsellor, and consultant. However, it would argue that these are not the 
full quota of tasks and roles in which supervisors engage. Study 3 is indicative of 
how much wider are the roles in which supervisors and supervisees engage, using 
evaluative roles, administrative roles, monitoring roles as well as those outlined 
above. However, on all counts there is little doubt that Bernard's three roles are 
foremost in the use of supervision, and the use of factor analysis on the Expectations 
of Supervision Questionnaire support this. They are indeed the primary roles of 
supervision. 
And thirdly, it would appear that this generation of supervisors in Britain still link 
their supervision strongly to counselling orientations. Heppner and Handley (1982) 
concluded that different orientations used the counsellor and teacher roles differently. 
Whereas this can not be ascertained from Study 2 where the taped sessions involved 
only humanistic supervisors, there is quite an amount of evidence in Study 3 that 
counselling orientation is connected to methods of teaching, and the amount of time 
and ways in which supervisors from different orientation will help supervisees deal 
with personal issues arising from their work with clients. Goodyear (1982) and 
Holloway et. al (1989) using the same data set (supervision session of prominent 
supervision theorists working with the same supervisee) came to similar conclusions, 
that theoretical orientation was related to both perceived differences in supervisory 
behaviour and in actual differences in supervisory discourse. 
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Goodyear and Robyak (1982) found that more experienced supervisors had shared 
common tasks that crossed orientations, with less experienced supervisors being more 
divergent and more congruent with their counselling orientation. Those conclusions 
applied to the subjects here would indicate that they may not be experienced. Or 
indeed that lack of formal training in supervision has not made them aware of other 
methods and other tasks. 
While none of these studies were directly on the "influencing" power of the 
supervisor, there was a tendency in Study 2 for both supervisor and supervisee to 
remain close in the task in which they were involved. In the Holloway et al. (1989) 
study the same supervisee behaved differently with each of the five supervisors to 
whom he was appointed. This might indicate that supervisees adapt themselves to the 
style of supervisors and even their orientation (Beutler and McNabb, 1981) . 
This is one area where more research needs to take place before more stringent 
conclusions can be made. 
One of the main purposes of the studies was to research supervisory tasks across time. 
Krause and Allen (1988) reported from their study of supervisory dyads that 
supervisors saw themselves as adapting their behaviours (roles) to the developmental 
stage of the supervisee. In contrast, the supervisees in Study 1 did not report this 
change. Krause and Allen's conclusions agree with this: 
"supervisees were not able to discriminate differences in supervisory 
behaviours even through their supervisors reliably indicated that such 
variation existed. This result mirrors the findings of Worthington 
(1984) and may be explained by the conclusion of Reising and Daniels 
(1983) that supervisees are not able to specifically describe what they 
need from a supervisor" (p. 80). 
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The three studies in this dissertation speak to these issues. Supervisors (Study 3) 
indicate very strongly that they are aware of the developmental needs of supervisees 
and adapt their interventions and roles accordingly. Supervisees (Study 1) are clear 
that the consultative tasks of supervision is the major task for them, but have no 
concept of the changing role of the supervisor over time. The results are adamant in 
that they reflect no expected change of role from the supervisor, even when that is 
over the course of two years. Study 2 (which listens into the actual supervisory 
session over the course of approximately 1 year) shows that supervisors in the study 
did change their tasks over time, but in no orderly fashion that would indicate a 
connection between learning needs and supervisory task. It would be difficult to 
argue that there were no developmental change in the six supervisees concerned, 
though that is always a remote possibility. Krause and Allen (1988) summarise some 
possible explanations for this. It is possible that there is a discrepancy between how 
supervisors report they behave with supervisees and what they do in practice. Or 
supervisees do not have enough experience to differentiate between the various 
supervisor roles available. A third possible explanation is that supervisees see the 
general style of the supervisor rather than the particular aspects (tasks, roles) of the 
supervisor and relate to that rather than the latter. 
Heppner and Roehlke (1984) set out to identity whether supervisees at "different 
levels perceive the same or different supervisory behaviours as contributing to 
supervisory effectiveness. " (p. 81). They concluded that previous experience of 
supervision seemed to have no effect on expectations of supervision. This accords 
with the results from Study 1 where expectations from both supervision and from 
supervisors were the same at the end of two years as they were at the beginning of 
training. Why is this? It seems unusual that prior experience will not influence future 
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expectations: contact with a number of on-going courses in counselling indicate that 
trainees are quite clear who they want for supervision and why they want that person. 
Perhaps that is a reason, that supervisees are more interested in the person of the 
supervisor rather than the roles and tasks performed. 
Friedlander and Ward (1984) in validating the Supervisory Styles Inventory 
discovered, as predicted, that supervisory style was related to trainees level of 
experience. Supervisors working with beginning supervisees were more task-oriented 
whilst supervisors working with more experienced trainees were more focused on 
interpersonal dimensions. Trainees rated their supervisors accordingly. Again, this 
does not accord with the results here where trainees rate their supervisors without 
much difference to developmental level. Furthermore Friedlander and Ward (1984) 
hypothesised that there would be a correspondence between theoretical orientation and 
supervisory style. This proved to be the case with humanistic and psychodynamic 
supervisors more interpersonally directed than task-oriented and cognitive-behaviourial 
more task-oriented. The consultative task crossed orientations. Study 2 could seem 
to validate this. With all the supervisors claiming predominantly humanistic 
backgrounds the consultative task was highest (47 %), with the counselling task (the 
interpersonal dimension) next (17.9 %), and the task-oriented teaching role came third 
(12.8%). Study 3 confirmed that all orientations saw the consultative task as a key 
element in supervision. 
Friedlander and Ward (1984) have pointed out an interesting factor from their 
research that comes through in the present studies. They realise that the similarity of 
approach spoken about by supervisors does not always correspond to what they do in 
practice. What is similar theoretically will not be always be realised in practice. 
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Furthermore, supervisors are very agreed on the tasks of supervision (Study 3) but 
differ widely on how they implement these tasks with their supervisees. 
"The ideal supervisor probably is one who utilises all five styles 
depending on the current preference and need of each supervisee, 
realising that the didactic-consultative, insight-oriented, and feelings- 
oriented styles generally are preferred and that the latter two styles tend 
to be used less often than most staff would wish " 
(Cherniss and Egnatios, 1977: 1196). 
Study 2 would confirm these results, not just in terms of preference but in reality. 
One of the limitations of the present study is that there is no way that measurements 
can be made of whether or not supervisors change their intervention styles according 
to the supervisee with whom they are working. Holloway and Wolleat (1981) found 
that individual supervisory styles persisted across two different trainees. A further 
study transcribing tapes where one supervisor worked with several supervisees to see 
how much supervisory tasks were changed to deal with the individuality of the 
supervisee would add to research in the field. 
Either way it seems important that training in supervision concentrates on supervisor 
flexibility (Bernard and Goodyear, 1992) and that supervisors are able to choose from 
a repertoire of responses and interventions rather than being confined by the 
counselling-bound methods they have inherited. There is some evidence that theory 
"moderates the extent to which supervisors are responsive to trainees' developmental 
levels" (Goodyear et al, 1984: 236). Ellis et. al. (1988) and Ellis and Dell (1986) 
found little evidence for the developmental aspects of supervision in their study of 
roles within supervision. It seems likely they were working with supervisors tied into 
counselling - bound models of supervision. Training in supervision involves moving 
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away from counselling-bound models into a theory of supervision that can cross 
counselling boundaries and may involve the generic aspects of supervision 
Chapter 3 provides a model suitable for this type of training and has been integrated 
already into a new Diploma in Supervision which is now in its third year. A new 
Research project using graduates of this programme will replicate Study 2 in this 
dissertation and compare results. The hypothesis is that supervisors who have 
completed this course will change their supervisory style to meet the developmental 
levels of their supervisees and will not be as counselling-bound (or style bound) as 
those in the present study. Holloway (in press) argues for "empirically-based sets of 
competencies that are expected of the supervisor, and the counsellor-in-training as 
both the supervisee and the counsellor" (p. 31) as the way of creating flexible roles 
within supervision. 
An element emerging from these studies that demands further research is the 
prominent position of the supervisor in supervision. Again, this is to be expected. 
The supervisor is in a very powerful position vis-a-vis the supervisee. However, this 
seems to result in the supervisor directing the course of supervision and asking the 
supervisee to adapt to their style, their method, their focus on tasks. Study 2 indicates 
how strongly this pertains. Supervisors have a style, a predominance and preference 
for particular supervisory tasks and even when these do not seem to match the needs 
of the supervises, they are still offered by the supervisor. 
One of the main areas to benefit from this research is that of supervision training. 
The results here, as well as the Report in Study 3, give a solid foundation for 
outlining the curriculum of supervision training. Using the seven generic tasks as a 
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basis of training makes sense and fits in well with the developmental models of 
supervision, and indeed, with counselling orientations. 
8.2. FUTURE RESEARCH 
This project has uncovered a number of areas in which future research could add 
substantially to the field of supervision in Britain. Further longitudinal studies of 
supervisees' expectations of supervision are needed. This is similar to research 
needed in U. S. as depicted by Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987), "perhaps more than 
anything else we see a strong need for longitudinal studies of trainees" (p. 167). And 
research into supervisor expectations of supervision and how they view their 
roles/tasks is also needed. Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987) have pointed out this 
need also, "further research is definitely needed on instruments to measure supervisor 
development" (p. 167). 
There is much to be said for using transcribed supervisory sessions. Even though the 
examples in this study were small (six dyads audio-taping their supervisory sessions 
over the course of one year) they indicate the richness (and the vast amount of 
material engendered by transcribing) contained in such an approach. There is room 
for following one dyad through the course of their supervision. Further research could 
stay with the supervise as he/she moves from beginning to what "master-counsellor". 
Supervisory taped sessions tracing the use of tasks/roles as the supervisee works with 
a number of supervisors could significantly to the area, especially aware of the 
developmental models of supervision. 
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Catching so many accredited supervisors a this stage in the history of supervision in 
Britain has been unique. As the numbers grow there will be more difficulty in using 
transcribed material to gain overviews of what is happening. There is need to review 
further the impact of counselling orientation and training on supervision practice. 
This has emerged as a critical variable in supervision from these studies and has vast 
implication for training course for supervisors, especially as it is intended that 
supervisors supervise across counselling orientation. 
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Appendix 1 
Department of Psychology, 
Roehampton Institute, 
Roehampton Lane, 
London, SW15 5PU. 
Dear Colleague, 
I am. writing to ask you to take part in a research project in counselling/ 
psychotherapy supervision. I am studying for a Ph. D. in this area through 
the University of Surrey. 
I am researching expectations of supervision by students in 
Diploma/M. Sc. /M. A. courses in counselling psychology, counselling, 
psychotherapy. This will be a longitudinal study and I will ask you to 
complete this questionnaire two or three times: at the beginning of your 
course (now), at the end of Year 1, and at the end of Year 2 (if your 
course lasts for 2 years). In this way I hope to study your expectations 
of supervision over time. 
I know the demands on students in terms of both time and energy since I 
teach on and direct the M. Sc. in Psychological Counselling at Roehampton 
Institute. Hence, I am aware that in completing this questionnaire for me 
you are giving very valuable time. I also know you will appreciate how 
difficult it is to get data for research and I hope, as a fellow traveller 
on the research journey, you will be able to contribute to this project. 
The questionnaire has been piloted and should take 20 - 25 minutes to 
complete. This is the only longitudinal research of which I am aware in 
counselling supervision in Britain. I am eager to compare it with similar 
research in the U. S. A. Your contribution to it is essential. 
When you have finished please post both parts back to me in the S. A. E. 
provided: this booklet and the Questionnaire Answer Sheet. I will contact 
you again at the end of Year 1. 
Thank you again for your help. 
information. 
Yours sincerely, 
Please let me know if you need any further 
Michael Carroll 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPECTATIONS ABOUT SUPERVISION. 
Q CýTIONS 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out what you think the 
experience of supervision is going to be like for you. This may be your 
first experience of counselling/psychotherapy supervision, or you may have 
been a supervisee on a number of occasions. Either way I want to study your 
expectations of supervision over time. 
On the following pages are statements about supervision. Please respond to 
each question in terms of how true this item is of your expectations about 
supervision. EXPECTATION means "WHAT YOU THINK IS GOING TO HAPPEN WHEN 
YOU ARE SUPERVISED IN YOUR FORTHCOMING OR CURRENT SUPERVISION " NOT what 
you hope will happen or what you would like to happen. It is about 
anticipating the experience of supervision with your present supervisor. 
Please fill in the questionnaire after you have had at least one meeting 
with your supervisor and as soon as possible after that. 
The specific rating scale is printed at the top of each page. For each 
statement, CIRCLE THE NUMBER which most accurately reflects your 
expectation. Do not make any marks on the questionnaire booklet. I would 
like you to rank order the features of supervision for yourself and your 
supervisor (on page 6/7 of the Questionnaire Answer Sheet) and finally fill 
in the information sheet. 
Your answers will be kept in the strictest confidence. The data is being 
collected only for research purposes and no one else (including your 
supervisor) will see your answer sheets. Your answers will be combined 
with the answers of others and reported only in the form of group averages. 
Your Answer Sheet has been given a number to match your scores over time. 
Some questions may not be applicable to your supervision, e. g. you may not 
have a counselling placement in an agency OR your supervisor and the 
manager of the agency in which you work may be the same person. Where the 
question does not apply put N/A (Not applicable) by the Question number in 
the Questionnaire Answer Sheet. 
For coding purposes the word COUNSELLING will be used to cover counselling 
psychology, psychotherapy and counselling and the word client will be used 
to cover the person/client/patient/helpee presenting themselves for 
counselling. 
Thank you for your help. 
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ANSWER. THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE ANSWER SHEET 
1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
1. be accountable for what happens to my clients as a result of my 
counselling work with them. 
2. give an account of my understanding of what is happening to the 
client (i. e. client dynamics). 
3. look at the counselling policies of the source from. which I receive 
clients (e. g. confidentiality within the agency or the centre). 
4. have differences/disagreements at times with my supervisor over 
aspects of theory and practice in counselling. 
5. take part in experiential learning situations (e. g. role play, 
skills training, etc. ). 
6. outline an intervention plan for working with particular clients. 
7. ask questions when I do not understand what is being said. 
8. learn how to administer, score and interpret psychological tests. 
9. learn how to contact and work with other professionals regarding 
clients. 
10. evaluate my own performance as a counsellor. 
11. take any personal issues/problems that come up in supervision to 
my counsellor (i. e. my personal therapy). 
12. share my own learning needs with the supervisor. 
13. choose my supervisor rather than have one appointed for me. 
14. complete specific evaluation questionnaires on my counselling work for 
supervision reports. 
15. look at my own values as they emerge in my counselling work. 
16. look at the feelings I have in working with particular clients. 
17. report on the relationship between myself and my clients. 
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123 
Definitely Probably Possibly 
True True True 
4567 
Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
18. learn how to assess clients' psychological problems/issues. 
19. respect and value my supervisor. 
20. share my evaluations of myself as a counsellor with my supervisor. 
21. become more like my supervisor in my way of working as a counsellor. 
22. be asked for my reason/s in doing or saying something to a client. 
23. have professional mistakes I make in counselling pointed out to me. 
24. set goals with my supervisor for my own learning. 
25. talk about my personal life and issues as they affect my work as a 
counsellor. 
26. feel anxious about having my work evaluated. 
27. get information on basic counselling theoretical approaches. 
28. have my supervisor decide that my counselling practice 
(placement, centre or agency) is appropriate for me. 
29. review the relationship between myself and my supervisor. 
30. receive a poor supervisor's report (supervisor's evaluation) if there 
are good reasons for it. 
31. know myself better as a result of supervision. 
32. talk to my supervisor about issues unrelated to work. 
33. meet jointly with both my supervisor and the manager/s of the agency 
or centre in which I see clients or from which I receive referrals. 
34. uncover unconscious issues that may influence the counselling between 
myself and my clients. 
35. present my clients using notes taken after the counselling session. 
36. talk about the feelings I have for my supervisor. 
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123 
Definitely Probably Possibly 
True True True 
4567 
Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
37. openly express my feelings regarding myself and my issues. 
38. be encouraged to develop my own style of counselling within 
professional/ethical boundaries. 
39. get support for my interventions with clients. 
40. have my comments on any supervisory evaluation (for the training 
organisation) included with my supervisor's comments/reports. 
41. pay close attention, with my supervisor, to the therapeutic process 
by examining the responses of my clients after interventions I 
make. 
42. review my relationship to the management of the source from which 
I receive clients. 
43. become more independent in working through my personal 
issues/problems. 
44. get information on various client problem areas( e. g. depression, 
eating disorders, etc. ) 
45. bring tapes (audio or video) of my counselling sessions. 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS CONCERN YOUR EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE SUPERVISOR. 
i EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO 
46. see my written notes on clients 
47. frequently offer me advice about what to do with various clients. 
48. monitor my professional work to make sure the client is not being 
harmed. 
49. facilitate dealing with my feelings arising from working with clients. 
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1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ...... 
50. identify similarities between my supervisory relationship and my 
counselling relationships. 
51. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not being harmed as a result of 
my counselling work. 
52. challenge me. 
53. share his/her own theory of counselling with me. 
54. understand the administrative workings of the agency in which I 
see clients or from which I receive referrals. 
55. set up some personal counselling with me when my issues/problems 
intrude on my work with clients. 
56. write supervisory reports for the training course. 
57. examine the feelings clients have towards me. 
58. give me support. 
59. negotiate with me on ways of working together in supervision rather 
than making this decision himself/herself. 
60. help me look at the relationships between myself and my clients. 
61. assess the clients referred to me before I begin counselling with 
them. 
62. talk about his/her feelings towards me. 
63. teach me specific counselling skills. 
64. point out my strengths as a counsellor. 
65. visit the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals. 
66. help me understand the problems of my clients. 
67. be aware of my stage of development as a counsellor and adapt 
his/her teaching accordingly. 
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1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ...... 
68. be honest in feedback to me about how I am progressing as a 
counsellor. 
69. deal with areas of conflict between supervision and the management 
of the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals. 
70. share his/her own experiences of being a counsellor with me. 
71. praise me when I do well. 
72. judge my performance as a counsellor according to my level of 
experience. 
73. tell me what is ethically right and wrong in working with clients. 
74. structure how I will present my clients in supervision (i. e, 
notes, audio tapes, video tapes, etc. ) 
75. Be my co-therapist with some clients. 
76. help me understand how personal issues/problems affect the counselling 
process. 
77. look at specific ethical issues with clients (e. g. touch, 
boundaries, sexual attraction etc. ). 
78. suggest suitable reading materials. 
79. discuss evaluation procedures and criteria with me (i. e. evaluation 
of myself as a counsellor as required by the training course). 
80. tell me if he/she considers me unsuitable to work as a counsellor. 
81. be a person with whom I can trust my feelings, especially my fears. 
82. look at the ways I conceptualise clients' problems. 
83. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not working beyond my limits. 
84. ask me for feedback concerning his/her way of supervising. 
85. help me deal with stress arising from my counselling work. 
86. point out personal issues/problems arising from my work 
330 
1 2 3 45 6 7 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ...... 
87. suggest how I might intervene in particular ways with clients. 
88. lecture occasionally in supervision sessions. 
89. advise me when to take my personal issues/problems to a counsellor. 
90. make available tapes of. his/her or other professionals doing 
counselling. 
91. sit in on my counselling sessions as a consultant/observer. 
92. evaluate my openness to supervision. 
FINALLY, please RANK ORDER the features of supervision and fill in the 
background information sheet in the Questionnaire Answer Sheet. 
THANK YOU. 
331 
QUESTIONNAIRE ANSWER SHEET NUMBER 
Rating Scale 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
Question 1: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 2: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 3: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 4: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 5: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 6: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 8: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 9. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 10 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 11 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 12 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 13 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 14 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 15 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 16 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 17 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 18 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 19 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 20 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Definitely 
True 
Probably 
True 
Possibly 
True 
Unsure Possibly 
Untrue 
Probably 
Untrue 
Definitely 
Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT To ...... 
Question 21 : 
Question 22 : 
Question 23 : 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
Question 24 : 1 2 3 4 g 6 7 
Question 25 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 26 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 27 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 28 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 29 : 
Question 30 : 
Question 31 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
Question 32 : 
Question 33 : 
Question 34 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
Question 35 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 36 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 37 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 38 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 39 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 40 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 41 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 42 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
-------------------------- 
Definitely 
----------- 
Probably 
---------- 
Possibly 
-------- 
Unsure 
------------ 
Possibly 
----------- 
Probably 
----------------- 
Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IM SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ........ 
Question 43 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 44 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 45 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS CONCERN YOUR EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE SUPERVISOR: 
I EXPECT NY SUPERVISOR TO ..... 
Question 46 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 47 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 48 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 49 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 50 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 51 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 52 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 53 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 54 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 55 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 56 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 57 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 58 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 59 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 60 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 61 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 62 :1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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1 
Definitely 
True 
I EXPECT NY SUPERVISOR To . 
23 
Probably Possibly 
True True 
.... 
4 
Unsure 
5 
Possibl Y 
Untrue 
6 
Probably 
Untrue 
7 
Definitely 
Untrue 
Question 63 : 
Question 64 : 
Question 65 : 
Question 66 : 
Question 67 : 
Question 68 
Question 69 : 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
ý 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
Question 70 : 1 23 4 5 6 7 
Question 71 : 
Question 72 : 
Question 73 : 
Question 74 : 
Question 75 
Question 76 
Question 77 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
ý 
ý 
7 
ý 
7 
7 
Question 78 : 
Question 79 : 
Question 80 : 
Question 81 : 
Question 82 : 
Question 83 : 
Question 84 : 
Question 85 : 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ..... 
Question 86 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 87 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 88 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 89 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 90 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 91 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Question 92 : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
**#**************** 
FINALLY, please RANK ORDER the features of supervision and fill in the background information sheet on 
pages 6-8. in this booklet. 
THANK YOU. 
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Below are seven features of supervision. Please rank order (from 1- 7) 
their importance for you by writing a number (1 - 7) next to each feature. 
1= the most important feature of supervision in these seven 
7= the least important feature in these seven. 
If two (but no more than two) seem equally important you can give them an 
equal rank. 
a) I would rank order these supervision features as follows: 
The overall relationship between myself and the supervisor 
teaching/training done by the supervisor (this includes 
information, skills training, experiential training etc. ) 
the supervisor helping me understand the dynamics occurring 
between myself and the client and helping me assess the 
problems presented by the client and intervene effectively. 
uncovering and working with the personal issues that arise for 
me in my counselling work with clients. 
ensuring that ethical and professional issues of counselling 
are maintained (e. g. boundaries, confidentiality etc. ) 
evaluating my effectiveness as a counsellor 
dealing with and maintaining the administrative side of 
counselling (e. g. contact with the agency in which I am seeing 
clients, dealing with agency problems, helping me understand 
my role within the agency etc. ) 
Please turn to page 7 and RANK ORDER the same seven features from what you 
think is your supervisor's point of view. 
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b) I think my supervisor would rank order these features as follows: 
The overall relationship between myself and the supervisee 
teaching/training done by myself (supervisor) (this includes 
information, skills training, experiential training etc. ) 
helping the supervisee understand the dynamics occurring between him/her and the client and helping them assess the 
problems presented by the client and intervene effectively. 
uncovering and working with the personal issues that arise for 
the supervisee in his/her counselling work with clients. 
ensuring that ethical and professional issues of counselling 
are maintained (e. g. boundaries, confidentiality etc. ) 
evaluating the supervisee as a counsellor. 
dealing with and maintaining the administrative side of 
counselling (e. g. contact with the agency in which clients are 
seen, dealing with agency problems, helping the supervisee 
understand their role within the agency etc. ) 
And FINALLY could you please include some information about yourself over 
the page: 
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Please answer the following questions about yourself by ticking the 
appropriate answers. The information will be used in combining your 
responses with those of other students. 
1. Age ........ 
2. Male....... Female....... 
3. What course are you attending .................. 
4. What part of the course are you on a) beginning ......... 
b) end of year 1...... 
c) end of year 2...... 
d) end of Year 3...... 
5. Will your experience of supervision in this course this year be: 
a) individual .... 
b) in group .... 
If group how many supervisees will be in your group ...... 
6. a) Have you been supervised for your counselling work before; Yes..... 
No ..... 
b) If "Yes" please answer the following: 
I have experienced: group supervision....... 
individual supervision........... 
c) I have had supervision with ..... supervisors (number of) 
d) I have been in supervision for years months 
7. Training in Counselling: 
a) This is my first experience of training in counselling......... 
b) I have done other training in counselling ......... 
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Appendix 2 
Please answer the following questions about yourself by ticking the 
appropriate answers. The information will be used in combining your 
responses with those of other students. 
1. What course are you attending ........................ 
2. What part of the course are you on a) beginning ...... 
b) end of year 1... 
c) end of year 2... 
d) end of year 3... 
e) other (please specify) 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ASK YOU TO EVALUATE YOUR SUPERVISION AND YOUR 
SUPERVISOR. IF YOU ARE ANXIOUS ABOUT ANSWERING THESE PLEASE LEAVE THEM 
BLANK. 
5. How would you rate your experience of supervision this 
year: 1= excellent. 10 = extremely poor. 
123456789 10 
6. How would you rate your supervisor this year. 
1= excellent 10 = extremely poor. 
123456789 10 
7. How would you rate yourself in terms of becoming a 
fully functioning counsellor/psychotherapist. 
1=a beginner 5= moderate 10 = mature 
123456789 10 
Thank you for your help. 
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Appendix 3 
EXPECTATIONS ABOUT SUPERVISION 
Assignment of Items to Scales. 
1. THE SUPERVISORY RELATIONSHIP. 
in Supervision I expect to ....... 
19. respect and value my supervisor 
4. have differences/disagreements at times with my supervisor 
over aspects of theory and practice in counselling. 
24. set goals with my supervisor for my own learning. 
29. review the relationship between myself and my supervisor. 
32. talk to my supervisor about issues unrelated to work. 
21. become more like my supervisor in my way of working as a counsellor. 
13. choose my supervisor rather than have one appointed for me. 
36. talk about the feelings I have for my supervisor. 
I expect my supervisor to... 
59. negotiate with me on ways of working together in supervision rather 
decide our ways of working together himself/herself. 
68. be honest in feedback to me about how I am progressing as a 
counsellor. 
74. structure how I will present my clients in supervision (i. e. 
notes, audio tapes, video tapes etc). 
58. give me support. 
52. challenge me. 
71. praise me when I do well 
62. talk about his/her feelings towards me 
81. be a person with whom I can trust my feelings, especially my fears. 
2. IE 
In Supervision I Expect to.... 
27. get information on basic counselling theoretical approaches 
5. take part in experiential learning situations (e. g 
role play, skills training etc). 
18. learn how to assess clients' psychological dynamics. 
12. share my own learning needs with the supervisor 
7. ask questions when I do not understand what is being said. 
22. be asked for my reason/s in doing or saying something to a client. 
35. present my clients using notes taken after the counselling session. 
44. get information on various client problem areas (e. g. depression, 
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eating disorders, etc. ) 
45. bring tapes (audio or video) of my counselling sessions. 
I expect my supervisor to 
78. suggest suitable reading materials 
63. teach me specific counselling skills 
88. lecture occasionally in supervision sessions. 
70. share his/her own experiences of being a counsellor with me. 
53. share his/her own theory of counselling with me. 
47. frequently offer me advice about what to do with various clients. 
46. see my written notes on clients. 
67. be aware of my stage of development as a counsellor and adapt 
his/her teaching accordingly. 
90. make available tapes of his/her or other professionals doing 
counselling. 
91. sit in on my conselling sessions as a consultant/observor. 
3, PROCESS CONSULTATION 
In Supervision I expect to.... 
17. report on the relationship between myself and my clients 
2. give an account of my understanding of what is happening to the 
client (i. e. client dynamics. ) 
6. outline an intervention plan for working with particular clients. 
39. get support for my interventions with clients. 
B. learn how to administer, score and interpret psychological tests. 
34. uncover unconscious issues that may influence the counselling between 
myself and my clients. 
41. pay close attention, with my supervisor, to the therapeutic process 
by examining the responses of my clients after interventions I make. 
I expect my supervisor to... 
60. help me look at the relationships between myself and my clients 
50. identify similarities between my supervisory relationship and my 
counselling relationships. 
66. help me understand the problems of my clients. 
87. suggest how I might intervene in particular ways with clients 
57. examine the feelings clients have towards me. 
82. look at the ways I conceptualise clients' problems. 
75. be my co-therapist with some clients. 
4. PERSONAL ISSUES 
In supervision I expect to... 
16. look at the feelings I have in working with particular clients. 
37. openly express my feelings regarding myself and my issues. 
11. take any personal issues/problems that come up in supervision to my 
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counsellor (my personal therapy). 
25. talk about my personal life and issues as they affect my work as a 
counsellor. 
31. know myself better as a result of supervision. 
43. become more independent in working through my personal 
issues/problems. 
I expect my supervisor to... 
86. point out personal issues/problems arising from my work. 
49. facilitate dealing with my feelings arising from working with 
clients. 
76. help me understand how personal issues/problems affect the 
counselling process. 
55. set up some personal counselling with me when my issues/problems 
intrude on my work with clients. 
85. help me deal with stress arising from my counselling work. 
89. advise me when to take my personal problems/issues to a counsellor. 
5. PROFESSIONALISATION/ETHICAL ISS 
In Supervision I expect to 
1. be accountable for what happens to my clients as a result of my 
counselling work with them. 
15. look at my own values as they emerge in my counselling work. 
9. learn how to contact and work with other professionals regarding 
clients. 
38. be encouraged to develop my own style of counselling within 
professional/ethical boundaries. 
23. to have professional mistakes I make in counselling pointed out to me. 
I expect my supervisor to 
73. tell me what is ethically right and wrong in working with clients 
48. monitor my professional work to make sure the client is not being 
harmed. 
83. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not working beyond my limits. 
51. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not being harmed as a result of my 
counselling work. 
80. tell me if he/she considers me unsuitable for work as a counsellor. 
77. look at specific ethical issues with clients (e. g. touch, boundaries, 
sexual attraction etc). 
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6. EVALUATION 
In Supervision I expect to .... 
10. evaluate my own performance as a counsellor. 
20. share my evaluations of myself as a counsellor with the supervisor. 
14. complete specific evaluation questionnaires on my counselling work for 
supervision reports 
26. feel anxious about having my work evaluated. 
40. have my comments on any supervisory evaluation included with my 
supervisor's comments/reports. 
30. receive a poor supervisor's report (supervisor's evaluation) if there 
are good reasons for it. 
I expect my supervisor to.... 
56. write supervisory reports for the training course. 
64. point out my strengths as a counsellor 
72. judge my performance as a counsellor according to my level of 
experience. 
79. discuss evaluation procedures and criteria with me. 
92. evaluate my openness to supervision. 
84. ask me for feedback concerning his/her way of supervising. 
7. ADMINISTRATION 
In Supervision I expect to .... 
42. review my relationship to the management of the source from which I 
receive clients. 
3. look at the counselling policies of the source from which I 
receive clients (e. g. confidentiality within the agency or 
centre in which I work). 
28. have my counselling practice (placement, centre or agency) reviewed and 
accepted by my supervisor. 
33. meet jointly with both my supervisor and the manager/s of the agency 
or 
centre in which I see clients or from which I receive referrals. 
I expect my supervisor to ..... 
61. assess the clients referred to me before I begin counselling with 
them. 
65. visit the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals. 
54. understand the administrative workings of the agency in which I see 
clients or from which I receive referrals. 
69. deal with areas of conflict between supervision and the management 
of the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals. 
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Appendix 4 
Department of Psychology, 
Roehampton Institute, 
Roehampton Lane, 
London, SW15 5PU. 
June, 1990. 
Dear Colleague, 
Thank you for filling in and returning the "Expectations About Supervision" 
Questionnaire I sent you in September, 1989 and the one I sent you recently 
I do appreciate the time you gave to both of these. 
I would like to ask you a special favour. I am testing the reliability of 
the questionnaire and would be extremely grateful if you could fill it in 
once more for me. 
When you have finished please post both parts back to me in the S. A. E. 
provided: this booklet and the Questionnaire Answer Sheet. 
I have substituted two questions on Page 8 of the Answer sheet asking you 
to evaluate your supervision over the past year. I want to assure you that 
your answers are confidential. In fact, I do not know the names of 
participants, only their code number. However, I have asked them as 
"optional" questions and if you are in any way anxious about answering 
them, please leave them blank. 
Thank you again for your help. Please let me know if you need further 
information. 
Yours sincerely, 
Michael F. Carroll. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPECTATIONS ABOUT SUPERVISION 
DIRECTIONS 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out what you think the 
experience of supervision is going to be like for you when next you engage 
in it. You have been a supervisee for at least a year and already have 
some notions of what it is like and what you expect from it. 
On the following pages are statements about supervision. Please respond 
to each question in terms of how true this item is of your expectations 
about supervision and your supervisor. EXPECTATION means "WHAT YOU THINK 
IS GOING TO HAPPEN WHEN YOU ARE SUPERVISED IN YOUR FORTHCOMING OR CURRENT 
SUPERVISION". It is NOT what you hope will happen or indeed what you 
would like to happen. It is about anticipating the experience of 
supervision with a supervisor. 
The specific rating scale is printed at the top of each page. For each 
statement, CIRCLE THE NUMBER which most accurately reflects your 
expectation. Do not make any marks on the questionnaire booklet. I would 
like you to rank order the features of supervision for yourself and your 
supervisor (on page 6/7 of the Questionnaire Answer Sheet) and finally fill 
in the information sheet. 
Your answers will be kept in the strictest confidence. The data is being 
collected only for research purposes and no one else (including your 
supervisor) will see your answer sheets. Your answers will be combined 
with the answers of others and reported only in the form of group averages. 
Your Answer Sheet has been given a number to match your scores over time. 
Some questions may not be applicable to your supervision, e. g. you may not 
have a counselling placement in an agency OR your supervisor and the 
manager of the agency in which you work may be the same person. Where the 
question does not apply put N/A (Not applicable) by the Question number in 
the Questionnaire Answer Sheet. 
For coding purposes the word COUNSELLING will be used to cover counselling 
psychology, psychotherapy and counselling and the word client will be used 
to cover the person/client/patient/helpee presenting themselves for 
counselling. 
Thank you for your help. 
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ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE ANSWER SHEET 
1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
1. look at the feelings I have in working with particular clients. 
2. become more like my supervisor in my way of working as a counsellor. 
3. set goals with my supervisor for my own learning. 
4. know myself better as a result of supervision. 
5. have professional mistakes I make in counselling pointed out to me. 
6. look at the counselling policies of the source from which I receive 
clients (e. g. confidentiality within the agency or the centre). 
7. choose my supervisor rather than have one appointed for me. 
8. uncover unconscious issues that may influence the counselling 
between myself and my client. 
9. talk to my supervisor about issues unrelated to work. 
10. get information on basic counselling theoretical approaches. 
11. learn how to administer, score and interpret psychological tests. 
12. review my relationship to the management of the source from 
which I receive clients. 
13. openly express my feelings regarding myself and my issues. 
14. have my supervisor decide that my counselling practice 
(placement, centre, or agency) is appropriate for me. 
15. bring tapes (audio or video) of my counselling sessions. 
16. have my comments on any supervisory evaluation (for the training 
organisation) included with my supervisor's comments/reports. 
17. pay close attention, with my supervisor, to the therapeutic 
process by examining the responses of my clients after 
interventions I make. 
18. feel anxious about having my work evaluated. 
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1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
19. present my clients using notes taken after the counselling session. 
20. ask questions when I do not understand what is being said. 
21. take any personal issues/problems that come up in supervision 
to my counsellor (i. e. my personal therapy). 
22. receive a poor supervisor's report (supervisor's evaluation) if there are good reasons for it. 
23. give an account of my understanding of what is happening to the 
client (i. e. client dynamics). 
24. become more independent in working through my 
personal issues/problems. 
25. talk about the feelings I have for my supervisor. 
26. review the relationship between myself and my supervisor. 
27. have differences/disagreements at times with my supervisor over 
aspects of theory and practice in counselling. 
28. be asked for my reason/s in doing or saying something to a client. 
29. get support for my interventions with clients. 
30. learn how to contact and work with other professionals 
regarding clients. 
31. be encouraged to develop my own style of counselling within 
professional/ethical boundaries. 
32. share my own learning needs with the supervisor. 
33. be accountable for what happens to my clients as a result 
of my counselling work with them. 
34. evaluate my own performance as a counsellor. 
35. respect and value my supervisor. 
36. outline an intervention plan for working with particular clients. 
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1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
IN SUPERVISION I EXPECT TO ...... 
37. learn how to assess clients' psychological problems/issues. 
38. talk about my personal life and issues as they affect my 
work as a counsellor. 
39. complete specific evaluation questionnaires on my counselling 
work for supervision reports. 
40. look at my own values as they emerge in my counselling work. 
41. share my evaluations of myself as a counsellor with my supervisor. 
42. meet jointly with both my supervisor and the manager/s of the agency 
or centre in which I see clients or from which I receive referrals. 
43. get information on various client problem areas (e. g depression, 
eating disorders, etc. ). 
44. report on the relationship between myself and my clients. 
45. take part in experiential learning situations ( e. g. role play, 
skills training, etc. ) 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS CONCERN YOUR EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE SUPERVISOR. 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ..... 
46. help me understand the problems of my clients. 
47. visit the agency in which I see clients or from which I 
receive referrals. 
48. ask me for feedback concerning his/her way of supervising. 
49. deal with areas of conflict between supervision and the management 
of the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive referrals. 
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1234567 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ...... 
50. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not working beyond my limits. 
51. tell me what is ethically right and wrong in working with clients. 
52. discuss evaluation procedures and criteria with me (i. e. evaluation 
of myself as a counsellor as required by the training course). 
53. advise me when to take my personal issues/problems to a counsellor. 
54. be honest in feedback to me about how I am progressing 
as a counsellor. 
55. make available tapes of his/her or other professionals 
doing counselling. 
56. help me understand how personal issues/problems affect the 
counselling process. 
57. see my written notes on clients. 
58. evaluate my openness to supervision. 
59. share his/her own experiences of being a counsellor with me. 
60. look at the ways I conceptualise clients' problems. 
61. examine the feelings clients have towards me. 
62. set up some personal counselling with me when my issues/problems 
intrude on my work with clients. 
63. suggest how I might intervene in particular ways with clients. 
64. challenge me. 
65. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not being harmed as a 
result of my counselling work. 
66. frequently offer me advice about what to do with various clients. 
67. look at specific ethical issues with clients (e. g. touch, 
boundaries, sexual attraction, etc. ) 
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234567 1 
Definitely Probably Possibly Unsure Possibly Probably Definitely 
True True True Untrue Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ...... 
68. structure how I will present my clients in supervision (i. e. 
notes, audio tapes, video tapes, etc. ). 
69. monitor my professional work to make sure the client is not 
being harmed. 
70. help me look at the relationships between myself and my clients. 
71. sit in on my counselling sessions as a consultant/observer. 
72. facilitate dealing with my feelings arising from working with clients. 
73. point out personal issues/problems arising from my work. 
74. praise me when I do well. 
75. lecture occasionally in supervision sessions. 
76. teach me specific counselling skills. 
77. be a person with whom I can trust my feelings, especially my fears. 
78. talk about his/her feelings towards me. 
79. be my co-therapist with some clients. 
80. understand the administrative workings of the agency in which 
I see clients or from which I receive referrals. 
81. point out my strengths as a counsellor. 
82. be aware of my stage of development as a counsellor and 
adapt his/her teaching accordingly. 
83. suggest suitable reading materials. 
84. help me deal with stress arising from my counselling work. 
85. share his/her own theory of counselling with me. 
86. identify similarities between my supervisory relationship and 
my counselling relationships. 
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123 
Definitely Probably Possibly 
True True True 
45 
Unsure Possibly 
Untrue 
67 
Probably Definitely 
Untrue Untrue 
I EXPECT MY SUPERVISOR TO ...... 
87. negotiate with me on ways of working together in supervision 
rather than making this decision himself/herself. 
88. give me support. 
89. tell me if he/she considers me unsuitable to work as a counsellor. 
90. judge my performance as a counsellor according to my 
level of experience. 
91. assess the clients referred to me before I begin counselling 
with them. 
92. write supervisory reports for the training course. 
FINALLY, please RANK ORDER the features of supervision and fill in the 
background information sheet in the Questionnaire Answer Sheet (pages 6- 
8)). 
THANK YOU. 
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Appendix 5 
EXPECTATIONS ABOUT SUPERVISION 
Assignment of Items to Scales. 
TEST/RETEST FORMAT. 
1. THE SUPERVISORY RELATIONSHIP. 
In Supervision I expect to 
35. respect and value my supervisor 
27. have differences/disagreements at times with my supervisor 
over aspects of theory and practice in counselling. 
3. set goals with my supervisor for my own learning. 
26. review the relat. ionship between myself and my supervisor. 
9. talk to my supervisor about issues unrelated to work. 
2. become more like my supervisor in my way of working as a 
counsellor. 
7. choose my supervisor rather than have one appointed for me. 
25. talk about the feelings I have for my supervisor. 
I expect my supervisor to... 
87. negotiate with me on ways of working together in supervision 
rather than making the decision himself/herself. 
54. be honest in feedback to me about how I am progressing as a 
counsellor. 
68. structure how I will present my clients in supervision (i. e. 
notes, audio tapes, video tapes etc). 
88. give me support. 
64. challenge me. 
74. praise me when I do well 
78. talk about his/her feelings towards me 
77. be a person with whom I can trust my feelings, especially my fears. 
2. TEACHING 
In Supervision I Expect to.... 
10. get information on basic counselling theoretical approaches 
45. take part in experiential learning situations (e. g 
role play, skills training etc). 
37. learn how to assess clients' psychological problems/issues. 
32. share my own learning needs with the supervisor 
20. ask questions when I do not understand what is being said. 
28. be asked for my reason/s in doing or saying something to a client. 
19. present my clients using notes taken after the counselling session. 
43. get information on various client problem areas (e. g. depression, 
eating disorders, etc. ) 
15. bring tapes (audio or video) of my counselling sessions. 
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I expect my supervisor to 
83. suggest suitable reading materials 
76. teach me specific counselling skills 
75. lecture occasionally in supervision sessions. 
59. share his/her own experiences of being a counsellor with me. 
85. share his/her own theory of counselling with me. 
66. frequently offer me advice about what to do with various clients. 
57. see my written notes on clients. 
82. be aware of my stage of development as a counsellor and adapt 
his/her teaching accordingly. 
55. make available tapes of his/her or other professionals doing 
counselling. 
71. to sit in on my counselling sessions as a consultant/observer. 
3. PROCESS CONSULTATION 
In Supervision I expect to.... 
44. report on the relationship between myself and my clients 
23. give an account of my understanding of what is happening to the client 
(i. e. client dynamics. ) 
36. outline an intervention plan for working with particular clients. 
29. get support for my interventions with clients. 
II. learn how to administer, score and interpret psychological tests. 
8. uncover unconscious issues that may influence the counselling 
between myself and my clients. 
17. pay close attention, with my supervisor, to the therapeutic process 
by 
examining the responses of my clients after interventions I make. 
I expect my supervisor to... 
70. help me look at the relationships between myself and my clients 
86. identify similarities between my supervisory relationship 
and my counselling relationships. 
46. help me understand the problems of my clients. 
63. suggest how I might intervene in particular ways with clients 
61. examine the feelings clients have towards me. 
60. look at the ways I conceptualise clients' problems. 
79. be my co-therapist with some clients. 
4, PERSONAL ISSUES 
In supervision I expect to... 
11. look at the feelings I have in working with particular clients. 
13. openly express my feelings regarding myself and my issues. 
21. take any personal issues/problems that come up in supervision to my 
counsellor (i. e. my personal therapy). 
38. talk about my personal life and issues as they affect my work as a 
counsellor. 
1. know myself better as a result of supervision. 
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24. become more independent in working through my personal 
issues/problems. 
I expect my supervisor to... 
73. point out personal issues/problems arising from my work. 
72. facilitate dealing with my feelings arising from working with 
clients. 
56. help me understand how personal issues/problems affect the 
counselling process. 
62. set up some personal counselling with me when my issues/problems 
intrude on my work with clients. 
84. help me deal with stress arising from my counselling work. 
53. advise me when to take my personal problems/issues to a counsellor. 
5. PROFESSIONAL/ETHICAL ISSUES 
In Supervision I expect to 
33. be accountable for what happens to my clients as a result of my 
counselling work with them. 
40. look at my own values as they emerge in my counselling work. 
30. learn how to contact and work with other professionals regarding 
clients. 
31. be encouraged to develop my own style of counselling within 
professional/ethical boundaries. 
5. to have professional mistakes I make in counselling pointed out to me. 
I expect my supervisor to 
51. tell me what is ethically right and wrong in working with clients 
69. monitor my professional work to make sure the client is not being 
harmed. 
50. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not working beyond my limits. 
65. ensure that I, as counsellor, am not being harmed as a result of my 
counselling work. 
89. tell me if he/she considers me unsuitable to work as a counsellor. 
67. look at specific ethical issues with clients (e. g. touch, boundaries, 
sexual attraction etc). 
6. EVALUATION 
In Supervision I expect to .... 
34. evaluate my own performance as a counsellor. 
41. share my evaluations of myself as a counsellor with my supervisor. 
39. complete specific evaluation questionnaires on my counselling work for 
supervision reports 
18. feel anxious about having may work evaluated. 
16. have my comments on any supervisory evaluation (for the training 
organisation) included with my supervisor's comments/reports. 
22. receive a poor supervisor's report (supervisor's evaluation) if there 
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are good reasons for it. 
I expect my supervisor to.... 
92. write supervisory reports for the training course. 
81. point out my strengths as a counsellor 
90. judge my performance as a counsellor according to my level of 
experience. 
52. discuss evaluation procedures and criteria with me (i. e. evaluation 
of 
myself as a counsellor as required by the training course). 
58. evaluate my openness to supervision. 
48. ask me for feedback concerning his/her way of supervising. 
7. ADMINISTRATION. 
In Supervision I expect to .... 
12. review my relationship to the management of the source from which I 
receive clients. 
6. look at the counselling policies of the source from which I 
receive clients (e. g. confidentiality within the agency or 
centre). 
14. have my supervisor decide that my counselling practice (placement, 
centre or agency) is appropriate for me. 
42. meet jointly with both my supervisor and the manager/s of the 
agency or centre in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals. 
I expect my supervisor to ..... 
91. assess the clients referred to me before I begin counselling with 
them. 
47. visit the agency in which I see clients or from which I receive 
referrals. 
80. understand the administrative workings of the agency in which I see 
clients or from which I receive referrals. 
49. deal with areas of conflict between supervision and the 
management of the agency in which I see clients or from which I 
receive referrals. 
356 
Appendix 6 
Appendix 6 contains the mean supervisee rankings for self and for 
supervisor for each of the eleven colleges in the survey. 
COLLEGE (01): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.50 2.96 2.88 
2: Teaching 4.08 4.39 4.12 
3. Consultation 1.33 1.52 1.47 
4. Counselling 3.58 3.26 4.06 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.08 4.35 3.76 
6. Evaluation 4.25 3.87 4.65 
7. Administration 6.92 6.61 6.29 
COLLEGE (02): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 4.10 3.26 3.00 
2: Teaching 4.50 3.95 3.35 
3. Consultation 1.52 1.68 1.88 
4. Counselling 3.90 3.68 3.47 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.90 3.53 4.53 
6. Evaluation 3.10 4.32 5.00 
7. Administration 6.48 6.12 6.53 
COLLEGE (03): DIPLOMA COURSE 
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Task 
1: Relationship 
2: Teaching 
3. Consultation 
4. Counselling 
5. Prof. /Ethical 
6. Evaluation 
7. Administration 
COLLEGE (04): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Task 
1: Relationship 
2: Teaching 
3. Consultation 
4. Counselling 
5. Prof. /Ethical 
6. Evaluation 
7. Administration 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
4.00 4.11 4.43 
5.00 3.44 3.71 
1.10 1.44 1.86 
3.40 4.78 4.29 
3.30 3.33 3.71 
4.20 4.11 4.29 
6.50 6.67 5.71 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
4.05 3.24 
4.14 4.08 
2.02 1.78 
4.00 4.43 
3.50 3.86 
3.89 4.08 
5.84 6.49 
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COLLEGE (05): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 4.40 5.00 3.67 
2: Teaching 2.20 4.00 3.33 
3. Consultation 2.00 3.00 1.00 
4. Counselling 5.80 4.60 6.33 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.80 3.20 4.67 
6. Evaluation 4.00 3.20 3.67 
7. Administration 5.80 4.00 5.33 
COLLEGE (06): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.50 3.55 1.57 
2: Teaching 4.83 4.55 5.00 
3. Consultation 2.17 2.00 2.00 
4. Counselling 4.00 3.27 3.71 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.33 4.00 4.00 
6. Evaluation 2.42 3.36 4.86 
7. Administration 6.67 6.91 6.86 
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COLLEGE (07): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.92 3.00 2.20 
2: Teaching 4.42 4.67 4.00 
3. Consultation 2.08 1.22 1.60 
4. Counselling 3.33 3.56 4.80 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.17 3.67 3.80 
6. Evaluation 4.17 4.00 4.40 
7. Administration 5.75 6.33 7.00 
COLLEGE (08): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 2.43 2.31 2.57 
2: Teaching 3.45 3.36 5.00 
3. Consultation 2.26 2.83 1.57 
4. Counselling 4.42 2.83 3.29 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.42 4.69 5.14 
6. Evaluation 4.00 4.00 3.86 
7. Administration 6.79 6.91 6.33 
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COLLEGE (09): MASTERS COURSE 
Task 
1: Relationship 
2: Teaching 
3. Consultation 
4. Counselling 
5. Prof. /Ethical 
6. Evaluation 
7. Administration 
COLLEGE (10): MASTERS COURSE 
Task 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
2.50 3.00 
5.75 4.33 
1.00 1.00 
3.25 3.00 
5.00 4.33 
3.00 3.67 
7.00 6.67 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
1: Relationship 3.71 3.43 3.50 
2: Teaching 4.14 4.00 4.33 
3. Consultation 1.43 1.57 2.00 
4. Counselling 2.93 2.79 3.50 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.14 4.14 3.50 
6. Evaluation 3.79 4.50 5.00 
7. Administration 6.36 6.36 7.00 
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COLLEGE (11): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.60 3.00 2.76 
2: Teaching 3.77 4.29 3.76 
3. Consultation 1.95 1.55 1.79 
4. Counselling 4.33 4.36 4.12 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.51 3.41 3.91 
6. Evaluation 3.88 3.91 4.32 
7. Administration 6.19 6.55 6.45 
COLLEGE (01): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.00 3.00 3.00 
2: Teaching 4.42 4.13 4.41 
3. Consultation 1.92 1.70 1.88 
4. Counselling 3.33 3.48 4.29 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.42 4.00 3.59 
6. Evaluation 4.92 4.22 5.24 
7. Administration 6.92 6.48 6.00 
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COLLEGE (02): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.62 3.84 3.18 
2: Teaching 4.18 3.84 3.94 
3. Consultation 2.24 1.79 1.56 
4. Counselling 4.19 4.11 3.76 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.33 3.37 3.59 
6. Evaluation 3.86 4.37 5.35 
7. Administration 6.33 6.19 6.41 
COLLEGE (03): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 4.00 4.78 4.29 
2: Teaching 4.70 3.56 4.29 
3. Consultation 1.50 1.22 1.86 
4. Counselling 3.20 4.67 3.86 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.70 3.33 3.43 
6. Evaluation 4.30 3.78 5.29 
7. Administration 6.40 6.50 5.29 
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COLLEGE (04): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Task 
1: Relationship 
2: Teaching 
3. Consultation 
4. Counselling 
5. Prof. /Ethical 
6. Evaluation 
7. Administration 
COLLEGE (05): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Task 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
4.47 4.14 
4.13 4.03 
2.31 2.03 
4.27 4.43 
3.18 3.27 
4.49 3.78 
5.87 6.11 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
1: Relationship 5.00 4.60 5.67 
2: Teaching 2.00 3.20 1.33 
3. Consultation 2.00 1.60 2.33 
4. Counselling 5.60 3.80 5.67 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.60 3.80 4.67 
6. Evaluation 4.60 4.20 3.67 
7. Administration 5.20 4.00 6.67 
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COLLEGE (06): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.54 3.09 1.17 
2: Teaching 4.69 4.82 5.17 
3. Consultation 2.08 2.18 2.67 
4. Counselling 3.77 3.18 3.50 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.23 3.91 5.00 
6. Evaluation 2.77 3.73 4.50 
7. Administration 6.92 7.00 6.00 
COLLEGE (07): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 4.67 4.22 2.00 
2: Teaching 4.83 5.11 4.75 
3. Consultation 1.92 1.22 1.75 
4. Counselling 3.00 3.33 4.75 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.33 3.44 3.50 
6. Evaluation 3.75 4.00 4.00 
7. Administration 5.92 6.00 7.00 
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COLLEGE (08): MASTERS COURSE 
Task 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
ist. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
1: Relationship 2.47 2.54 2.14 
2: Teaching 4.05 3.00 4.43 
3. Consultation 2.16 2.50 2.43 
4. Counselling 4.05 3.62 3.43 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.11 4.08 5.29 
6. Evaluation 4.26 4.67 4.57 
7. Administration 6.68 6.82 5.33 
COLLEGE (09): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
. 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 2.75 2.67 
2: Teaching 5.00 3.33 
3. Consultation 1.75 2.00 
4. Counselling 2.25 3.67 
5. Prof. /Ethical 5.75 4.33 
6. Evaluation 3.50 3.33 
7. Administration 7.00 7.00 
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COLLEGE (10): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.71 3.36 4.00 
2: Teaching 4.14 4.43 4.50 
3. Consultation 1.93 1.57 1.50 
4. Counselling 2.79 2.71 2.83 
5. Prof. /Ethical 4.00 4.07 3.50 
6. Evaluation 3.79 4.71 4.67 
7. Administration 6.36 6.14 7.00 
COLLEGE (11): MASTERS COURSE 
Mean Supervisee perceptions of 
Supervisor Rankings 
1st. Admin 2nd. Admin 3rd. Admin. 
Task 
1: Relationship 3.88 3.73 3.56 
2: Teaching 4.16 4.31 4.44 
3. Consultation 2.07 2.04 2.16 
4. Counselling 4.42 4.47 4.59 
5. Prof. /Ethical 3.19 2.93 3.38 
6. Evaluation 3.98 3.93 3.31 
7. Administration 6.00 6.19 5.90 
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Appendix 7 
Appendix 7 contains the average scores for each of the eleven colleges on 
the six factors of the questionnnaire. 
()OLLBGB (01): DIPLI*A COURSE 
Factor 
- --------- 
Adlin. 
----------- 
1 
------------ 
Adain. 
------------- 
2 
--- ---- -- 
Adain. 
----------- - 
3 
- --------- 
ý. upgrvision 
- -- - - 
Consultation 22.17 (1.85) 21.14 (1.76) 21.20 (1.77) 
Teaching 40.75 (4.08) 43.32 (4.32) 43.75 (4.38) 
Counselling 30.00 (2.31) 28.57 (2.30) 28.88 (2.22) 
or 
counselling 46.25 (2.31) 47.83 (2.39) 49.18 (2.46) 
Aftinistration 32.17 (4.02) 29.81 (3.73) 29.92 (3.74) 
Teaching 46.83 (4.26) 45.43 (4.13) 47.41 (4.31) 
(ALLEGE (02): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Factor Adain. 1 Adnin. 2 Adiin. 3 
Sit nervision 
Consultation 20.45 (1.70) 19.56 (1.63) 21.39 (2.28) 
Teaching 33.32 (3.33) 36.31 (3.63) 38.62 (3.86) 
Counselling 28.27 (2.17) 29.53 (2.27) 32.37 (2.49) 
visor 
Counselling 46.50 (2.33) 48.17 (2.40) 49.95 (2.50) 
Administration 30.73 (2.17) 29.93 (3.74) 33.83 (4.23) 
Teaching 35.64 (3.24) 39.33 (3.58) 41.84 (3.80) 
COLLEGE (03): DIPLORA (XORSB 
Factor 
-------------------- 
Admin. 1 
------------------------ 
admin. 2 
------------------------ 
Admin. 
------------- 
3 
- 
Suoeryision 
Consultation 21.20 (1.77) 21.14 (1.76) 19.80 (1.65) 
Teaching 47.60 (4.76) 44.00 (4.40) 51.33 (5.13) 
Counselling 35.00 (2.70) 39.11 (3.00) 36.00 (2.77) 
Smisor 
Counselling 47.00 (2.35) 55.33 (2.87) 58.80 (2.94) 
Administration 30.20 (3.78) 28.50 (3.56) 30.17 (3.77) 
Teaching 45.50 (4.14) 41.88 (3.81) 48.57 (4.42) 
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COLLEGE (04): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Factor Adnin. 1 
--------------------- 
Adain. 2 Adain. 3 
------- 
%mision 
--------------------------------- 
Consultation 18.25 18.28 
Teaching 35.76 37.09 
Counselling 35.12 35.78 
Counselling 48.50 48.49 
kftinistration 29.31 28.71 
Teaching 34.18 36.36 
WLLBGE (05): DIPLOMA COURSE 
Factor 
-------------- 
Admin. 1 
--------------------- 
Admin. 2 
-------------------------- 
admin. 3 
--------------- 
Consultation 25.20 27.00 31.50 
Teaching 40.20 35.40 27.50 
Counselling 50.20 46.20 31.00 
pervisor 
Counselling 73.20 59.25 51.00 
Administration 31.80 25.60 22.00 
Teaching 29.40 25.40 36.67 
COLLEGE (06): MASTERS COURSE 
Factor 
---------------- 
Adwin. 1 
--------------------- 
Adiin. 2 
------------------------ 
Admin. 3 
-------- 
Urvision 
Consultation 21.77 24.64 24.57 
Teaching 46.92 46.90 44.43 
Counselling 26.38 27.55 27.43 
suDmisor 
Counselling 50.08 44.91 47.86 
Administration 29.85 29.11 30.14 
Teaching 43.08 44.55 46.29 
COLLEGE (07): MASTERS COURSE 
Factor 
- ------ 
Admin. 1 
------ -------- - -- -- 
Admin. 2 
-------- - ---------------- 
Admin. 3 
--------------- 
SUMAVVIgion 
consultation 22.17 22.00 21.00 
Teaching 39.83 40.86 36.60 
counselling 30.67 26.22 19.60 
SupWisor 
counselling 46.00 40.89 33.20 
Administration 28.58 29.43 28.80 
Teaching 39.25 42.11 44.00 
369 
COLLEGE (08): MASTERS COURSE 
Factor 
------------------- 
Adiin. 1 
---------------------- 
Adiin. 2 
------------------------- 
Adiin. 3 
--------------- 
Su ervision 
Consultation 24.62 35.67 29,33 
Teaching 29.10 37.80 46.00 
Counselling 26.09 34.54 24.67 
sor 
Counselling 49.95 62.92 49.33 
Administration 28.76 28.30 31.40 
Teaching 32.62 42.00 45.67 
COLLEGE (09): MISTERS COURSE 
Factor Admin. 1 Admin. 2 Admin. 3 
ervision 
Consultation 19.00 23.67 
Teaching 43.50 48.33 
Counselling 23.33 29.67 
u visor 
Counselling 40.75 48.67 
Adiinistration 32.67 35.33 
Teaching 41.33 44.67 
COLLEGE (10): MASTERS COURSE 
Factor Adiin. 1 Admin. 2 Admin. 3 
Supervision 
Consultation 25.43 26.08 25.00 
Teaching 49.21 46.85 56.50 
Counselling 33.29 31.36 28.00 
Supervisor 
Counselling 56.29 54.92 43.00 
Administration 31.64 33.08 33.67 
Teaching 47.07 43.85 41.00 
COLLEGE (11): MASTERS OOURSE 
Factor 
---------------- 
Admin. 1 
--------------------- 
Admin. 2 
------------------------- 
Admin. 3 
---------------- 
Supervision 
Consultation 19.33 19.45 19.45 
Teaching 41.29 41.67 43.63 
Counselling 33.02 32.38 32.38 
ervisor 
Counselling 47.70 48.42 50.39 
Administration 31.14 32.04 33.31 
Teaching 39.02 40.79 40.74 
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Appendix 8 summarises the results of the means for the 1st. Administration for the ratings 
of the three supervision tasks for the three groups of Diploma (one Year); Diplomas (two- 
years), and Masters courses. 
_u on 123 
One Year Dip. Two Year Dips. Masters 
Consultation 18.25 21,51 21.87 
Teaching 35.76 38.76 40.41 
Counselling 35.12 32.31 30.51 
Counselling 48.50 49.27 49.41 
Administration 29.31 31.08 30.26 
Teaching 34.18 39.76 39.35 
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This table presents the means and Anovas for the Ist. Administration of the rankings of 
the seven tasks of supervision for the three groups of Diploma (one year), Diplomas (two 
years), and Masters courses for supervisees. 
123 
One Year Diploma Two Year Diploma Masters 
Tasks 
Relationship 107.95 105.61 88.31 
Teaching 96.94 102.45 93.59 
Consultation 93.95 82.92 104.18 
Counselling 96.99 94.15 97.42 
Prof. /Ethical 84.72 95.73 101.09 
Evaluation 98.40 94.63 95.59 
Administration 85.10 102.20 98.78 
A Kruskal-Wallis one-way Anova was conducted: 
r= 
Tasks 
Chi-Square Df. = 
Relationship . 067 5.41 2 (not Sign. ) 
Teaching . 65 . 86 
2 (not sign. ) 
Consultation . 042 6.33 2 (sign. ) 
Counselling . 94 . 12 
2 (not sign. ) 
Prof. /Ethical . 25 2.78 2 (not sign. ) 
Evaluation . 94 . 12 2 (not sign) 
Administration . 14 3.89 2 (not sign) 
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This table presents the means and Anovas for the 1st. Administration of the rankings of 
the seven tasks of supervision for the three groups of Diploma (one year), Diplomas (two 
years), and Masters courses for supervisees perceptions of supervisor rankings. 
123 
One Year Diploma Two Year Diploma Masters 
Tasks 
Relationship 116.78 92.48 91.30 
Teaching 94.52 96.42 100.32 
Consultation 102.66 92.29 97.63 
Counselling 106.64 95.36 94.44 
Prof. /Ethical 86.08 96.93 102.86 
Evaluation 84.41 112.70 96.11 
Administration 79.51 104.63 102.13 
A Kruskal-Wallis one-way Anova was conducted: 
Tasks 
r= Chi-Square Df. = 
Relationship . 029 7,10 2 (sign, ) 
Teaching . 82 . 83 2 (not sign. ) Consultation . 62 . 67 2 (not sign. ) Counselling . 45 . 46 2 (not sign. ) Prof. /Ethical . 23 . 25 2 (not sign. ) Evaluation . 045 6.21 2 (sign) 
Administration . 013 8.74 2 (sign) 
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Appendix 9 
CODING METHODOLOGY FOR SUPERVISION TAPES 
INTRODUCTION 
The following is an outline of a methodology for coding supervision dialogue within 
supervision sessions. 
a) Each statement or group of statements (by either supervisor or supervisee) will fall 
within one of eight categories designated as the seven tasks of supervision with a further 
category for other areas. From a review of the literature on counselling/psychotherapy 
supervision (Carroll, 1991) seven generic tasks have been isolated as the major tasks of 
supervision. These pertain throughout all approaches to supervision. Some models do not 
use some tasks, and different models emphasis different tasks. Developmentally tasks 
change as supervision progresses. Each statement or group of statements will fall within 
at least one of the following categories: 
1. Statements concerned with setting up, maintaining, terminating, reviewing, or 
evaluating the relationship between supervisor and supervisee, 
2. Statements concerned with teaching. 
3. Statements in the area of process consultation. 
4. Statements that can be understood as dealing with the personal issues of the supervisee. 
5. Statements around the area of professionalisation. 
6. Statements concerned with the evaluation of the supervisee. 
7. Statements concerned with the administrative side of supervision. 
8. Statements that do not fall within any of the above. 
b) Statements are seen as communications between the supervisor and the supervisee. As 
such they are the raters' interpretation of the intentions of either supervisor or supervisee 
to engage in a particular task. As such the reaction of the receiver of the communication 
and clarification of either participant is important in interpreting into which category which 
interventions fall. 
c) Categories are not independent even though this will have implications for and 
restrictions on data analysis. Independent categories would be more functional and 
increase the interrater reliability estimates. However, several tasks can be performed at 
the same time e. g. relationship statements may also be evaluation statements e. g. if the 
supervisor were to say to the supervisee "I wonder at times if you hear what I'm saying 
to you. Sometimes when I'm talking to you I get the impression that you are still with 
your client and finding it difficult to be with me"; teaching statements may also be 
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process consultative e. g. the supervisor saying to the supervisee "let me tell you a little 
about the projective identification that is happening between you and this client" . When two tasks are talking place at the same time and using the same statement/s then the 
context and the rater/s interpretation will be used to judge which is the primary task. 
Secondary tasks will not be recognised at this stage of analysis. The primary task will 
be the one judged to be foremost in the mind of the communicator (the supervisee 
communicating that she wants help in dealing with her feelings regarding this client). The 
secondary task will be a further task that is involved but not the main 
communication-intention of the sender (e. g the supervisee wanting help dealing with her 
feelings for this client but asking in a way that hopes she will get some information to help 
her deal with feelings in general in the therapeutic situation). 
d) Interactions between supervisor and supervisee will be divided into speaking turns and 
utterances. Speaking turns are the entire discourse that occurs which the speaker has the 
floor (except for very . minor interruptions). When the speaker relinquishes the floor a 
speaking turn for the other participant begins and continues for as long as he or she 
continues uninterrupted. Each speaking turn will be divided into utterances i. e. a unit of 
the speaking turn that makes sense on its own e. g. I am feeling sad when I think of this 
client. Each utterance will be coded. 
e) it is important to distinguish between categories that are concerned with activities (e. g. 
giving information to a supervisee about an area of a client's problem i. e. "Have you read 
the book on ... let me give you the reference") and those concerned with outcomes (e. g. 
helping a supetvisee conceptualise client dynamics). Statements could be from both a) 
activity and b) outcome. For this reason the categories will he tightened to contain a 
similar format and grammatical structure for each item. Each category and subsection will 
start with a verb and concern itself with activities rather than outcomes. 
CODING AREAS 
1.1. THE LEARNING RELATIONSHIP 
In this category will fall statements connected with the relationship between supervisor 
and supervisee. The following are seen as the main areas in which such statements might 
be made: 
1.1.1. Negotiating the supervisory contract. 
Borders and Leddick (1987: 13 - 14) have a very detailed and helpful outline of 
how to do this. Statements around these areas would fall within this category. 
I. How frequently will we meet, for how long, and where? 
2. How will we use audiotapes, videotapes, case notes etc. Will I as supervisor listen 
to some tapes outside the supervision session? Will the tapes, notes, be of the 
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same client each week, or different clients? How will confidentiality of the client 
be maintained? 
3. What structure or procedure will characterise each supervision session? Will we 
begin with a brief review of each client or concentrate on what is foremost for the 
supervisee? 
4. How will emergency situations be handled (e. g. suicidal clients)? How can the 
supervisee reach me? What does the supervisee do if I am not available? 
5. How will the supervisee be evaluated? What criteria will be used? Will I assign 
a mark, a pass/fail, fill in a standard form? How will evaluation take place? Will 
the supervisee have access to this evaluation, be part of it? 
6. With what type of clients will the supervisee work? Who will -assign the clients 
to the supervisee? Will I be part of this assigning? Will I (as supervisor) visit the 
placement? 
1.1.2 setting of explicit, specific goals for supervisee learning. 
1.1.3 negotiating around supervisee's learning needs and preferred learning style. 
1.1.3 negotiating ways of working together. 
1.1.4 arranging appointments. 
1.1.5 processing supervisor - supervisee relationship 
1.1.6 setting up the evaluation process as part of the learning situation. 
1.1.7 clarifying roles in supervision 
1.1.8 explaining procedures in supervision. 
1.1.9 dealing with conflict areas between supervisor and supervisee 
1.1.10 checking out clarity of communication in the supervisory relationship with 
each other 
1.1.11 issues around time management e. g. arranging a supervisory appointment. 
2.1. TEACHING 
Within this group of statements will fall those that are directly concerned with the learning 
of the supervisee using didactic or experiential modes of teaching. Generally the 
supervisor will be engaged directly in this task: however, the supervisee can ask for direct 
information, or share learning. 
The objective is the education of the supervisee. 
2.1.1 the supervisor giving information about client problems. 
2.1.2 suggesting reading material. 
2.1.3 setting up methodologies that help the supervisee learn about client problems, e. g. 
role play, discussions on specific themes, skills training exercises, use of audio and 
video material, IPR, live supervision, etc. 
2.1.4 sharing supervisor's own case work with similar clients. 
2.1.5 sharing supervisor's experience of failures. 
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2.1.6 helping the supervisee make assessments of the client. 
2.1.7 sharing supervisor's own personal theory of counselling. 
2.1.8 sharing supervisor's theories/assumptions about human 
theory, human relationships. 
2.1.9 giving information on basic counselling theories 
psychodynamic etc). 
2.1.10 supervisor teaching on a particular area of counselling 
2.1.11 the supervisee asking for teaching 
2.1.12 the supervisee sharing his/her learning. 
3.1. PROCESS CONSULTATION 
nature, developmental 
(e. g. person-centred, 
As understood here, process consultation is defined as helping the supervisee understand 
the process happening between himself/herself and the client and, where appropriate, 
between the supervisor and the supervisee. Statements reflecting on the process with the 
client will fall in this area. 
Statements in this area will include: 
3.1.1 examining parallel process. 
3.1.2 looking at the interactional process between the supervisee and the client. 
3.1.2 reviewing consistency between supervisor theory and practice. 
3.1.2 uncovering unconscious issues that may affect the counselling e. g. competitiveness, 
sexuality etc. 
3.1.3 monitoring the supervisee's reactions to supervision e. g openness, reaction to 
feedback as a way of understanding client problems. 
3.1.4 reviewing supervisee's conceptualisation of client problems. 
3.1.5 monitoring supervisee's assessment procedures. 
3.1.6 the supervisee giving information about. the client 
CATEGORY 4 
4.1. PERSONAL ISSUES 
These statements will be around the area of personal issues that arise as a result of 
counselling clients. The objective of such statements is the personal 
awareness/development of the supervisee so that he/she can be a more effective counsellor. 
4.1.1 facilitating the supervisee to share personal reactions. 
4.1.2 challenging the supervisee e. g. body language, voice levels where there might be 
incongruence within the supervisee. 
4.1.3 helping the supervisee reflect on personal issues arising from counselling. 
4.1.4 clarifying personal reactions of supervisees to clients, or to this particular client. 
4.1.5 helping the supervisee understand how their own issues (stereotypes, 
countertransference) affect the counselling process. 
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4.1.6 clarifying supervisee's personal needs (behaviour mannerisms, appearance etc. ) that 
affect counselling. 
4.1.6 eliciting supervisee feelings about his/her competency during counselling or 
supervision. 
4.1.7 looking at levels of counsellor stress. 
4.1.8 counselling the supervisee on personal issues not arising from work with clients. 
4.1.9 working with the supervisee on personal issues that affect him/her which do not 
arise directly from work with clients. 
5.1. PROFESSIONALISATION 
This category involves statements that are concerned with the ethical, professional issues 
that arise in counselling. They intend to monitor client and counsellor welfare so that 
negatively no harm comes to either and positively that the client is getting the best and 
most effective help with this counsellor. 
5.1.1 identifying confidentiality issues in general or particular. 
5.1.2 helping the supervisee look at and understand boundary issues as they arise with 
clients. 
5.1.3 clarifying methods of referral and their appropriateness. 
5.1.4 helping supervisees set up and maintain a note taking, process-recording 
methodology. 
5.1.5 reflecting with supervisee on professional and ethical issues e. g. touch, contact 
with clients outside counselling sessions, other relationships with clients that might 
interfere with the therapeutic relationship. 
5.1.6 reviewing written reports on clients. 
5.1.7 monitoring that no harm is coming to the client as a result of counselling or the 
limitations of the counsellor. 
5.1.8 looking at legal considerations affecting counselling. 
5.1.9 reflecting on counsellor ethical practices. 
5.1.10 assessing and/or reviewing various roles adopted by the supervisee with the 
client e. g. advice-giver, advocate, counsellor. 
5.1.11 looking at supervisee role conflicts. 
6.1. EVALUATION 
Evaluation statements will revolve around issues in which the supervisee is being assessed 
in some area of their work as counsellors. This may be formal supervision reports or 
feedback of an evaluative nature. 
6.1.1 assisting counsellors to evaluate their own work or performance with a client or 
generally. 
6.1.2 giving direct feedback to supervisees that evaluates their work. 
6.1.3 sharing supervisor reports with the supervisee. 
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6.1.4 evaluating: 
a) strengths of the supervisee 
b) weaknesses of the supervisee 
c) openness to supervision 
d) use of supervision 
e) learning of the supervisee 
6.1.5 discussing the meaning of accountability in counselling. 
6.1.6 assessing the developmental level of the supervisee. 
6.1.7 monitoring the extent to which the supervisee has developed and applied his/her 
own personal theory of counselling. 
6.1.8 discussing evaluation procedures. 
7.1. ADMINISTRATION 
Administration will look at issues involving the agency in which the supervisee works, 
the relationships involved, management, the relationship between the supervisee's work 
and the management structure, the number of clients involved, the diversity of clients, the 
client work load. It would also involve dialogue around the training course in which the 
supervisee is involved. 
7.1.1 reviewing agency policy regarding work with clients. 
7.1.2 looking at conflicts between agency policy and supervisee needs (e. g. 
confidentiality of notes). 
7.1.3 clarifying supervisee contacts with others outside the agency regarding clients. 
7.1.4 assessing the referral system within the agency. 
7.1.5 clarifying the supervisor's role within the agency/with the agency in which the 
supervisee is seeing clients. 
7.1.6 looking at the role of the setting in counselling work. 
7.1.7 reviewing areas of conflict between supervision and agency management. 
7.1.8 monitoring supervisee report writing and record keeping regarding the agency. 
7.1.9 reviewing supervisee/supervisor involvement with the training course. 
7.1.10 monitoring issues from the training course affecting the supervisee and/or 
their work with clients. 
7.1.11 reflecting on issues arising from "finding" clients to work with . 
7.1.12 looking at supervisee roles in other settings that have a bearing on their 
counselling work 
7.1.13 discussing aspects of the counselling training course on which the supervisee 
is a student. 
7.1.14 discussing future training needs or courses. 
g. ]. OTHER AREAS 
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Statements that do not fall within any of the categories above will be included here. 
8.1.1 small talk between supervisor and supervisee that is not directly related to the 
supervisory relationship or task. 
8.1.2 diversions as a result of unexpected happenings e. g. an interruption etc. 
Michael Carroll May, 1992 
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Appendix 10 
Counselling Section, 
Psychology Department, 
Roehampton Institute, 
Roehampton Lane, 
LONDON, SW 15 5PW 
October, 1988. 
Dear 
I am writing in the hope that you may be interested and willing to be part of a research 
project I am presently undertaking. I am pursuing an M. Phil/Ph. D. at the University of 
Surrey into counselling/psychotherapy supervision in Britain today. The general aim of 
the research is to uncover the tasks and roles involved in the actual supervisory session. 
These will be looked at within and across counselling/psychotherapy orientations using 
supervisory couples (dyads) from similar and different psychotherapy/counselling schools. 
I am writing to ask if you would be one of the supervision dyads which will he part of the 
research. I am hoping to involve 6- 10 dyads from each counselling/psychotherapy 
approach. 
I know the first question busy people always ask, even those who are very willing to take 
part, is about the amount of time involved. Let me hasten to assure you that the time 
element in the research project is almost nil. What it does involve is taping supervision 
sessions and allowing me access to them for coding purposes. Perhaps if I outline what 
is needed you may get a better picture of your possible involvement. 
1. I need six supervisory dyads from a number of counselling/psychotherapy approaches. 
I hope you will be one of the supervisors in one of these dyads and be able to invite a 
supervisee to join you. 
2. I will ask both yourself and the supervisee to fill in a brief questionnaire on background 
information and training in order to standardise the research. 
3. The supervisors involved will be counsellors who have had at least two years experience 
of supervising others or/and at least three experiences of being a supervisor in either 
individual or group supervision. 
4. The supervisees are expected to be relatively new to the field of counselling and 
probably will be beginning a course in counselling/psychotherapy training. They may 
have done some counselling and been in some supervision before but generally, their 
supervision with you is their first introduction to ongoing supervision on a regular basis. 
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5. The supervisor and supervisee will meet regularly for at least a year, i. e at least once 
every three weeks. Supervision will take place in a one to one setting and not in group 
supervision. 
6. Each supervision session will be audio taped. I would like access to the tapes for 
coding purposes. 
7. Supervisor and supervisee will fill in a short information page at the end of each 
session. This will be done independently of each other and will take a maximum of one 
minute (I reckon). I enclose a sample form. 
8. I will code the tapes according to a prearranged methodology to delineate the tasks 
involved. There is no evaluation of the supervision itself or of the counselling between 
supervisee and client but an attempt to uncover the tasks and roles used within supervision 
and how these compare and contrast over the course of a year and within and amongst 
counselling/psychotherapy schools. 
As you see the actual demands on time are little. Access to taping equipment is needed. 
The only person who will have access to the tapes will be myself and if needed, my thesis 
supervisor, Dr. Graham Powell, University of Surrey. If, for reasons intrinsic to the 
research, others need to listen to the tapes or parts of them, I will ask permission from the 
dyad concerned and respect their wishes in this regard. Furthermore any expenses, tapes, 
correspondence etc. will be paid for by myself; neither supervisor nor supervisee will he 
out of pocket as a result. 
I would be happy to share final results of the research with you and be available should 
you want to consult further on the findings. 
Obviously, I am hoping you will be able to take part and that you will be able to invite 
a supervisee to make up your dyad. If either of you need further information please 
contact me. Since I will be gathering data over the next two years I am willing to accept 
dyads anytime during that space. 
I enclose a S. A. E. for your reply. If you wish to contact me at home please do: I enclose 
my home address and telephone number. 
Thank you for your help. Please let me know if you need further information. 
Yours sincerely, 
Michael Carroll, 
55 Lakeside, 
Eaton Drive, 
Kingston, 
Surrey, KT2 7RA 01 549 0843 
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Appendix 11 
SUPERVISOR INFORMATION FORM 
I am asking for the information contained in this form in order to standardise the research 
project and see if any comparisons arise across age, gender, counselling orientation, 
training etc. 
NAME ..................................................... 
AGE ...................................................... 
COUNSELLING ORIENTATION: (please circle one or more): 
Counselling orientation is seen as a general term which designates, in a broad way, the 
counselling philosophy and practice which most influences your work. 
1. Psychodynamic 
2. Person Centred 
3. Personal Construct 
4. Gestalt 
5. T. A. 
6. Rational Emotive 
7. Cognitive 
8. Behaviourial 
9. Eclectic 
10 . 
Other (please describe) 
What is your training in counselling/psychotherapy? 
What is your training in supervision? 
For how long have you been supervising? Years months 
How many counsellors/psychotherapists have you supervised? 
individually in groups 
please use the reverse side of this page if you need further space to clarify any of the 
above. I will pick up this short questionnaire when I interview you. 
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SUPERVISEE INFORMATION FORM 
The following information is to help me standardise the research project i. e. that I have 
an equal number of men and women, that supervisors and supervisees are somewhat equal 
in age, experience, etc. 
Name 
Address 
Tel. 
Age 
What training have you had in counselling/psychotherapy. 
(Please indicate if you are beginning or soon to begin training) 
Have you been in counselling/psychotherapy supervision before 
If so, for how long years months. 
Can you please return the completed form to me in the enclosed 
S. A. E. Should you need further information you can contact me at: 
Michael Carroll 
Dept. of Psychology, 
Digby Stuart College, 
Roehampton Institute, 
Roehampton Lane, 
London, SW 15 5PW Tel.: 081 876 8273 (Ex. 2300) 
081 549 0843 (Home). 
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Appendix 12 
Supervisor Post Session Report Form. 
After each supervisory session you are asked to fill in the following details: 
Date: Session No.: 
Please circle either number. 1 or 2 and add any note of explanation you consider needed. 
1. This was a fairly typical supervision session i. e. it followed the usual outline and 
format that has characterised our supervision sessions together. 
2. This was different from our usual supervision sessions i. e. it did not follow our 
usual pattern. The session was different in that we changed the structure to deal with 
a specific issue or something happened to change roles or content. 
Can you briefly explain why you see this session as different. 
Signed 
Please keep these forms and return them to me in the envelope provided. 
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Supervisee Post Session Report Form. 
After each supervisory session you are asked to fill in the following details: 
Date: Session No.: 
Please circle either number 1 or 2 and add any note of explanation you consider needed. 
1. This was a fairly typical supervision session i. e. it followed the usual outline and 
format that has characterised our supervision sessions together. 
2. This was different from our usual supervision sessions i. e. it did not follow our 
usual pattern. The session was different in that we changed the structure to deal with 
a specific issue or something happened to change roles or content. 
Can you briefly explain why you see this session as different. 
Signed 
please keep these forms and return them to me in the envelope provided. 
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Appendix 13 
Example of Cohen Inter-Reliability Test 
SUPERVISOR 
K=P. 
P. 
when P. 
# in diagonal 
= i-P. Total 
(nii x n21) + (n'2 x n22) + (n13 x n23) + (n'4 x n24 ) 
+ (n'5 x n25) + (n16 x n26) + (n'7 x n27) + n18 x n28 
Pc =N2 
=E nil x n2' 
N2 
7+ 43 + 15 + 78 +2+0+ 11 +0 156 
P. = 206 _ 206 = 
0.76 
0.76 (proportion of agreements) 
PC = 
K= 
(7 x 9) + (57 x 52) + (15 x 24) + 100 x 90) 
+ (2 x 17) + (0) + 25 x 14) + (0) 
2062 
12771 
= 0.301 
42436 
P. - P, ý 0.076 - 0.301 
1- Pc 1-0.301 
0.459 
0.699 
= 0.657 
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SUPERVISEE 
K= 
iýC 
10 + 32 + 48 + 665 +4+ 50 
pa = 
967 
809 
0.837 
967 
PC 
(10x10)+(66x37)+(63x90)+(709x703)+(4x64)+(115x63) 
9672 
514140 
935089 
K= 
Pa Pc 
= 1- Pý 
= 0.550 
0.837 - 0.550 0.287 
1-0.550 0.45 
= 0.638 
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Appendix 14 
Appendix 14 contains the frequency and percentages of utterances overall and 
within each task for the six supervisory dyads 
Dye: 
Table 1.1 Frequency and Percentages of Utterances Overall. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 158 (23.5) 214 (26.7) 143 (25.2) 515 (25.2) 
Supervisee 514 (76.5) 588 (73.3) 425 (74.8) 1527 (74.8) 
Total 672 (100) 802 (100) 568 (100) 2042 (100) 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances within Each Task 
TASK 1: RBWTIOISHIP 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 26 (16.5) 18 (8.4) 5 (3.5) 49 (9.5) 
Supervisee 20 (3.9) 19 (3.2) 2 (0.4) 41 (2.7) 
Total 46 (6.9) 37 (4.6) 7 (1.2) 90 (4.4) 
TASK 2: 7 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. $ Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 33 (20.9) 27 (12.6) 7 (4.9) 67 (13.0) 
supervisee 155 (30.2) 0 (0) 7 (1.7) 155 (10.2) 
Total 188 (28.0) 27 (3.4) 14 (2.5) 229 (11.2) 
PAGE 
4 
NUMBERING 
AS ORIGINAL, 
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TASK 3: COUNSELLING 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 3 (1.9) 29 (13.6) 9 (6.3) 41 (8.0) 
Supervisee 9 (1.8) 167 (28.4) 26 (6.1) 202 (13.2) 
Total 12 (1.8) 196 (24.4) 35 (6.2) 243 (11.9) 
TASK 4: (X*SOLTATI011 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. Freq. % Freq. ; Freq. 
Supervisor 81 (51.3) 0 (0) 11 (7.7) 92 (17.9) 
Supervisee 290 (56.4) 0 (0) 128 (30.1) 418 (27.4) 
Total 371 (55.2) 0 (0) 139 (24.5) 510 (25.0) 
TASK 5: EVALUATION 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 4 (2.5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (0.8) 
Supervisee 3 (0.6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (0.2) 
Total 7 (1.0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 7 (0.3) 
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TASK 6: FBU MSIM/IMCAL 
Phase Barly Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
TASK 7: IJIWIIST2ATIOI 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 11 (7.0) 140 (65.4) 111 (77.6) 262 (50.9) 
supervisee 37 (7.2) 402 (68.4) 262 (61.7) 701 (34.3) 
Total 48 (7.1) 542 (67.6) 373 (65.7) 963 (47.2) 
JTTKRANCES NO? FINING THE SEVEN TISLS 
Phase Early Middle Late' Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
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Dyad 2: Frequency and Percentages of Utterances overall and for each task. 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances Overall. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 228 (31.1) 233 (33.4) 237 (25.9) 698 (29.9) 
Supervisee 506 (68.9) 464 (66.6) 677 (74.1) 1,647 (70.2) 
Total 734 (100) 697 (100) 914 (100) 2,345 (100) 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances within Each Task 
TASK 1: RELATIONSHIP. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. $ Freq. % 
Supervisor 21 (9.2) 21 (9.0) 11 (4.6) 53 (7.6) 
Supervisee 12 (2.4) 6 (1.3) 24 (3.5) 42 (2.5) 
Total 33 (4.5) 27 (3.9) 35 (3.8) 95 (4.0) 
TASK 2: TUCHIM 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. 8 
Supervisor 46 (20.2) 86 (36.9) 74 (31.2) 206 (29.5) 
supervisee 37 (7.3) 109 (23.5) 10 (1.5) 156 (9.5) 
Total 83 (11.3) 195 (28.0) 84 (9.2) 362 (15.4) 
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TASK 3: 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. t Freq. % 
Supervisor 53 (23.2) 20 (8.6) 12 (5.1) 85 (12.2) 
supervisee 105 (20.8) 40 (8.6) 27 (4.0) 172 (10.4) 
Total 158 (21.5) 60 (8.6) 39 (4.3) 257 (11.0) 
TASK 4: CaMTATIOM 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. ö Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 91 (39.9) 61 (26.2) 103 (43.5) 255 (36.5) 
Supervisee 328 (64.8) 243 (52.4) 573 (84.6) 1,144 (69.4) 
Total 419 (57.1) 304 (46.3) 676 (74.0) 1,399 (59.6) 
TASK 5: HVILUAT 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. S 
Supervisor 8 (3.5) 14 (6.0) 26 (11.0) 48 (6.9) 
Supervisee 11 (2.2) 11 (2.4) 5 (0.7) 27 (1.6) 
Total 19 (2.6) 25 (3.6) 31 (3.4) 75 (3.2) 
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TASK 6: PROFESSIOIIAL/ ETHICAL 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 12 (5.3) 31 (13.3) 7 (2.9) 50 (7.2) 
Supervisee 10 (2.0) 55 (11.9) 9 (1.3) 74 (4.5) 
Total 22 (3.0) 96 (12.3) 16 (1.8) 134 (5.7) 
TASK 7: ADMINISTRATION 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. ö Freq. ; Freq. % 
Supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (1.3) 3 (0.4) 
supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 25 (3.7) 25 (1.5) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 28 (3.1) 28 (1.2) 
UTTERANCES NO T FITTING ! HS SBV BII TASKS 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. $ 
Supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0.4) 1 (0.1) 
supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (0.6) 4 (0.2) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 5 (0.5) 5 (0.2) 
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Dyad 3 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances Overall. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 275 (33.5) 357 (37.9) 282 (26.6) 914 (32.4) 
Supervisee 546 (66.5) 586 (62.1) 779 (73.4) 1911 (67.6) 
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Total 821 (100) 943 (100) 1061 (100) 2825 (100) 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances within Each Task 
TASK 1: RELATIONSTIP 
Phase Early Riddle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 28 (10.2) 96 (26.9) 31 (11.0) 155 (17.0) 
Supervisee 18 (3.3) 46 (7.9) 35 (4.5) 99 (5.2) 
Total 46 (5.6) 142 (15.1) 66 (6.2) 254 (9.0) 
TAX t TUC-RW 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. $ Freq. % 
Supervisor 27 (9.8) 153 (42.9) 76 (27.0) 256 (28.0) 
Supervises 17 (3.1) 190 (32.4) 12 (1.5) 219 (11.5) 
Total 44 (5.4) 343 (36.4) 88 (8.3) 475 (16.8) 
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TISK 3: QOOIiSB[, LD(G 
Phase Early 
Freq. % 
Supervisor 190 (69.1) 
Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
28 (7.8) 73 (25.9) 291 (31.8) 
Supervisee 405 (74.2) 44 (7.5) 358 (46.0) 807 (42.2) 
Total 595 (72.5) 72 (7.6) 431 (40.6) 1098 (38.9) 
TASK 4: OOIISULTATION 
Phase Early 
Freq. % 
Supervisor 1 (0.4) 
Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
56 (15.7) 57 (20.2) 114 (12.5) 
Supervisee 34 (6.2) 286 (48.8) 282 (36.2) 602 (31.5) 
Total 35 (4.3) 342 (36.3) 339 (32.0) 716 (35.3) 
TASK 5: EVALOATIQlý 
Phase Early Middle 
Freq. % Freq. 
Supervisor 0 (0) 9 (2.5) 
Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % 
25 (8.9) 34 (3.7) 
Supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 43 (5.5) 43 (2.3) 
Total 0 (0) 9 (1.0) 68 (6.4) 77 (2.7) 
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TAM 6: F JFESSIOKAL/ETHICAL 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
59 7: MNIl1ISTRATI0i1 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 4 (1.5) 15 (4.2) 15 (5.3) 34 (3.7) 
Supervisee 58 (10.6) 20 (3.4) 27 (3.5) 105 (5.5) 
Total 62 (7.5) 35 (3.7) 42 (4.0) 139 (4.9) 
OTTERMICBS NOT FITTING THE SEVEN TASKS 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % ire-q% Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 25 (9.1) 0 (0) 5 (1.8) 30 (3.3) 
supervisee 14 (2.6) 0 (0) 22 (2.8) 36 (1.9) 
Total 39 (4.8) 0 (0) 27 (2.5) 66 (2.3) 
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Dyad 4 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances Overall. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 114 (10.3) 110 (9.6) 101 (8.1) 325 (9.3) 
Supervisee 990 (89.7) 1032 (90.4) 1148 (91.9) 3170 (90.7) 
Total 1104 (100) 1142 (100) 1249 (100) 3495 (100) 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances within Each Task 
TASK 1: REIATIOISHIP 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 9 (7.9) 2 (1.8) 8 (7.9) 19 (5.8) 
Supervisee 6 (0.6) 2 (0.2) 53 (4.6) 61 (2.0) 
Total 15 (1.4) 4 (0.35) 61 (4.9) 80 (2.3) 
TASK 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % We-q. $ Freq. % 
supervisor 2 (1.8) 22 (20.0) 7 (6.9) 31 (9.5) 
supervisee 10 (1.0) 1 (0.1) 50 (4.4) 61 (2.0) 
Total 12 (1.1) 23 (2.0) 57 (4.56) 92 (2.6) 
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TM 3: OOONSELLIIIG 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 33 (28.9) 24 (21.8) 11 (10.9) 68 (21.0) 
Supervisee 194 (19.6) 197 (19.1) 231 (20.1) 622 (20.0) 
Total 227 (1.4) 221 (19.3) 242 (19.4) 690 (19.8) 
TASK 4: (X) MJLTATIOI 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 61 (53.5) 50 (45.5) 58 (57.4) 169 (52.0) 
supervisee 705 (71.2) 791 (76.7) 718 (60.5) 2214 (70.0) 
Total 766 (69.4) 841 (73.6) 776 (62.1) 2383 (68.1) 
TASK 5: EVALUATION 
Phase Early Riddle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. I Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 0 (0) 8 (7.3) 8 (7.9) 16 (5.0) 
supervises 0 (0) 30 (2.9) 20 (1.7) 50 (1.6) 
Total 0 (0) 38 (3.3) 28 (2.2) 66 (1.9) 
400 
TS 6: PROF BSSIO«AL/ ETHICAL. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 3 (2.6) 0 (0) 2 (2.0) 5 (1.5) 
Supervisee 43 (4.3) 0 (0) 12 (1.1) 55 (1.7) 
Total 46 (4.2) 0 (0) 14 (1.1) 60 (1.7) 
TASK 7: ISTRATION 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 6 (5.3) 4 (3.6) 7 (6.9) 17 (5.2) 
supervisee 32 (3.2) 11 (1.1) 64 (5.6) 107 (3.4) 
Total 38 (3.4) 15 (1.3) 71 (5.7) 124 (3.5) 
OTTE C&S MY FITTING THB SEt TASKS 
phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
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Dyad-5 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances overall. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 207 (17.6) 198 (19.5) 231 (24.4) 636 (19.7) 
Supervisee 970 (82.4) 815 (80.5) 800 (77.6) 2585 (80.2) 
Total 1177 (100) 1013 (100) 1031 (100) 3221 (100) 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances within Each Task 
TASK 1: RELATI0 SHIP 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 7 (3.4) 5 (2.5) 11 (4.8) 23 (3.6) 
supervisee 10 (1.0) 11 (1.3) 26 (3.3) 47 (1.8) 
Total 17 (1.4) 16 (1.6) 37 (3.6) 70 (2.1) 
TASK 2: TUMING 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. $ Freq. % 
Supervisor 60 (29.0) 44 (22.2) 58 (25.1) 162 (25.5) 
Supervisee 66 (6.8) 51 (6.3) 64 (8.0) 181 (7.0) 
Total 126 (10.7) 95 (9.4) 122 (11.8) 343 (10.6) 
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TASK 3: 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 14 (6.8) 20 (10.1) 13 (5.6) 47 (7.4) 
Supervisee 65 (6.7) 66 (8.1) 52 (6.5) 183 (7.1) 
Total 79 (6.7) 86 (8.5) 65 (6.3) 230 (7.1) 
: OOESULTATION 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 99 (47.8) 121 (61.1) 70 (30.3) 290 (45.6) 
Supervisee 716 (73.8) 677 (83.1) 475 (59.4) 1868 (72.2) 
Total 815 (69.2) 798 (78.8) 545 (52.9) 2158 (67.0) 
TISK 5: EVýO TIC 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. t ire-q% Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 2 (1.0) 1 (0.5) 0 (0) 3 (0.5) 
supervisee 3 (0.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (0.1) 
Total 5 (0.4) 1 (0.1) 0 (0) 6 (0.2) 
403 
TASK 6: PRWESSIONALIEMCAL 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 50 (21.6) 50 (7.9) 
Supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 99 (12.4) 99 (3.8) 
Total 0 (0) 
TASK 7: MWIMBION 
Phase Early 
Freq. 
Supervisor 24 (11.6) 
0 (0) 149 (14.5) 149 (4.6) 
Middle Late Total 
Freq. I Freq. $ Freq. % 
5 (2.5) 29 (12.6) 58 (9.1) 
Supervisee 111 (11.4) 9 (1.1) 84 (10.5) 204 (7.9) 
Total 135 (11.5) 14 (1.4) 113 (11.0) 262 (8.1) 
Oi7BBAJICBS NOT FITTING THE SEVEN T1SKS 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % ire-q% Freq. % Freq. % 
supervisor 0 (0) 2 (1.0) 0 (0) 2 (0.3) 
supervisee 0 (0) 1 (0.1) 0 (0) 1 (0.04) 
Total 0 (0) 3 (0.3) 0 (0) 3 (0.1) 
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a6 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances overall. 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 310 (40.6) 333 (46.1) 348 (43.0) 991 (43.2) 
Supervisee 453 (59.4) 389 (53.9) 461 (57.0) 1303 (56.8) 
Total 763 (100) 722 (100) 809 (100) 2294 (100) 
Frequency and Percentages of Utterances within Each Task 
TASK 1: REI, ATIONSEIP 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 5 (1.6) 185 (55.5) 17 (4.9) 207 (20.9) 
Supervisee 5 (1.1) 227 (58.4) 28 (6.1) 260 (20.0) 
Total 10 (1.3) 412 (57.1) 45 (5.5) 467 (20.4) 
: TUMING 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % ire-q% Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 127 (41.0) 68 (20.4) 187 (53.7) 382 (38.5) 
supervisee 37 (8.2) 22 (5.7) 137 (29.7) 196 (15.5) 
Total 162 (21.5) 90 (12.5) 324 (40.1) 576 (25.1) 
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SK 3: Q)UNSKLLJJG 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 27 (8.7) 2 (0.6) 30 (8.6) 59 (6.0) 
Supervisee 107 (23.6) 7 (1.8) 156 (33.8) 270 (20.8) 
Total 198 (25.9) 9 (1.25) 186 (23.0) 393 (17.1) 
TASK 4: CONSULTATION 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. ä Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 60 (19.4) 68 (20.4) 66 (19.0) 194 (19.6) 
supervisee 138 (30.5) 125 (32.1) 78 (16.9) 341 (26.2) 
Total 198 (25.9) 193 (26.7) 144 (17.8) 535 (23.3) 
(5: EAUX 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 2 (0.6) 10 (3.0) 38 (10.9) 50 (5.0) 
Supervisee 4 (0.9) 8 (2.1) 36 (7.8) 48 (3.7) 
Total 6 (0.8) 18 (2.5) 74 (9.2) 98 (4.3) 
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TASK 6: PA )FBSSIC AL/ETHICAL 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 0 (0) 0 (0) 10 (2.9) 10 (1.0) 
Supervisee 0 (0) 0 (0) 26 (5.6) 26 (2.0) 
Total 0 (0) 0 (0) 36 (4.5) 36 (1.6) 
T 7: ADIllNISTURIO ( 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Supervisor 82 (26.5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 82 (8.3) 
Supervisee 154 (34.0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 154 (11.8) 
Total 236 (30.9) 0 (0) 0 (0) 236 (10.3) 
UTTERANCES NOT FITTING THE SEVEN 
Phase Early Middle Late Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. S 
supervisor 7 (2.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 7 (0.7) 
supervisee 8 (1.8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 8 (0.6) 
Total 15 (2.0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 15 (0.7) 
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Appendix 15 
Appendix 15 contains the number of supervisory sessions within each dyad, the number 
taped, the post session ratings of both supervisor and supervisee, and the tape chosen for 
transcription marked with an asterisk (*). 
Dyad 1. 
Session number taped Typical Typical 
and date (by supervisor) (by supervisee) 
1.11/10/88 yes untypical untypical 
2.01/11/88 yes typical typical 
3.17/11/88 no typical typical 
4.06/12/88 yes typical typical (*) 
5.10/01/89 no typical typical 
6.24/01/89 yes typical typical 
7.07/02/89 yes typical typical 
8.28/02/89 yes typical typical 
9.02/03/89 yes typical typical (*) 
10.16/03/89 no typical typical 
11.11/04/89 yes typical typical 
12.25/04/89 yes typical typical 
13.27/04/89 yes typical typical 
14.09/05/89 yes typical typical (*) 
15.23/05/89 yes typical typical 
16.20/06/89 no typical typical 
Dyad 2. 
Session number taped Typical Typical 
and date (by supervisor) (by supervisee) 
1.22/03/89 yes untypical untypical 2.05/04/89 yes typical not filled in 
3.19/04/89 yes typical typical 
4.03/05/89 yes typical typical () 
5.17/05/89 yes 1ý typical typical 
6.31/05/89 es yes typical typical 
7.14/06/89 yes typical typical 
8.28/06/89 yes untypical not filled in 
9.12/07/89 yes typical typical 
10.26/07/89 yes untypical not filled in 11.23/08/89 yes typical typical 
12.06/09/89 yes untypical not filled in 13.13/09/89 yes typical typical (*) 
14.27/09/89 yes typical typical 
15.04/10/89 yes typical typical 
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16.20/10/89 yes untypical untypical 
17.15/11/89 yes untypical typical 
18.22/ 11 /89 yes untypical untypical 
19.29/11/89 yes typical typical 
20.13/12/89 yes untypical not filled in 
21.10/01/90 yes untypical not filled in 
22.31/01/90 yes typical typical (*) 
23.07/03/90 yes untypical typical 
24.04/04/90 yes typical typical 
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Session number taped 
and date 
Dyad 3. 
Typical Typical 
(by supervisor) (by supervisee) 
1. 27/09/88 yes not filled in not filled in 
2. 04/10/88 yes not filled in not filled in 
3. 10/10/88 no not filled in not filled in 
4. 21 / 10/88 yes not filled in not filled in 
5. 01/11/88 no not filled in not filled in 
6. 11/11/88 yes not filled in not filled in 
7. 25/11/88 yes not filled in not filled in 
8. 19/12/88 yes not filled in not filled in 
9. 20/01/89 yes not filled in not filled in 
10. 27/01/89 no not filled in not filled in 
11. 03/02/89 yes not filled in not filled in 
12. 10/02/89 yes not filled in not filled in 
13. 20/02/89 yes not filled in not filled in 
14. 10/03/89 no not filled in not filled in 
Dyad 4. 
(*) 
(*) 
(*) 
Session number taped Typical Typical 
and date (by supervisor) (by supervisee) 
1. 17/09/88 no not filled in not tilled in 
2. 18/10/88 no not filled in not filled in 
3. 19/11/88 yes typical not filled in 
4. 06/12/88 yes typical not filled in 
5. 17/01/89 yes typical not filled in (*) 
6. 14/02/89 yes typical not filled in 
7. 14/03/89 yes typical not tilled in 
8. 25/04/89 yes untypical not filled in 
9. 23/05/89 yes typical not filled in (*) 10. 18/07/89 yes untypical not filled in 11. no not filled in not filled in 12. 15/08/89 yes typical not filled in 
13. 13/09/89 yes typical not filled in 
14. no not filled in not filled in 
15. no not filled in not filled in 
16. no not filled in not filled in 17. no not filled in not filled in 
18. 07/ 11 /89 yes typical not filled in (*) 
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Session number taped 
and date 
Dyad 5. 
Typical Typical 
(by supervisor) (by supervisee) 
1.26/08/89 no not filled in not filled in 
2.03/09/89 no not filled in not filled in 
3.24/10/89 yes not filled in typical 
4.07/11/89 yes untypical untypical 
5.21/11/89 yes typical typical (*) 
6.05/12/89 yes untypical untypical 
7.16/01/90 yes untypical untypical 
8.23/01/90 yes untypical untypical 
9.30/01/90 yes typical typical 
10.13/02/90 yes typical typical (*) 
11.27/02/90 yes untypical untypical 
12.14/03/90 yes untypical untypical 
13.12/04/90 yes untypical untypical 
14.09/05/90 yes untypical untypical 
15.29/05/90 yes typical typical (*) 
16.13/06/90 yes typical typical 
17.27/06/90 yes untypical untypical 
Dyad 6. 
Session number taped Typical Typical 
and date (by supervisor) (by supervisee) 
1.02/ 11 /89 yes typical typical 
2.16/11/89 yes typical typical 
3.30/ 11 /89 yes typical typical 
4.14/12/89 yes typical typical 
5.11/01/90 yes typical typical (*) 
6.01/02/90 yes typical typical 
7.15/02/90 yes typical typical 
8.08/03/90 yes typical typical 
9.22/03/90 no typical typical 
10.05/04/90 no typical typical 
11.10/05/90 no untypical untypical 12.21/06/90 yes typical typical (*) 
13.12/07/90 yes typical typical 
14.19/07/90 yes typical typical 
15.26/07/90 yes typical typical 
16.02/08/90 yes untypical untypical 17.09/08/90 yes untypical typical 
18.16/08/90 yes typical typical 
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19.04/09/90 yes typical typical 
20.20/09/90 yes typical typical 
21.04/10/90 yes typical typical (*) 
22.08/10/90 yes typical typical 
23.15/10/90 yes untypical typical 
24.23/10/90 yes typical typical 
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Appendix 16 presents the frequency, percentages and totals of utteraances for each task 
throughout the three tapes of each dyad. 
Tape 1 Tape 2 Tape 3 Total 
Task Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Relationship 26 (16.5) 20 (3.9) 18 (8.4) 19 (3.2) 5 (3.5) 2 (0.4) 49 (9.5) 41 (2.7) 
Teaching 33 (20.9) 155 (30.2) 27 (12.6) 0 (0) 7 (4.9) 7 (1.7) 67 (13.0) 155 (10.2) 
Counselling 3 (1.9) 9 (1.8) 29 (13.6) 167 (28.4) 9 (6.3) 26 (6.1) 41 (8.0) 202 (13.2) 
Consultation 81 (51.3) 290 (56.4) 0 (0) 0 (0) 11 (7.7) 128 (30.1) 92 (17.9) 418 (27.4) 
Evaluation 4 (2.5) 3 (0.6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (0.8) 3 (0.2) 
Prof. /Ethical 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Administration 11 (7.0) 37 (7.3) 140 (65.4) 402 (68.4) 111 (77.6) 262 (61.7) 262 (50.9) 701 (34.3) 
Other 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
DYAD 2 
Tape 1 Tape 2 Tape 3 Total 
Task Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Relationship 21 (9.2) 12 (2.4) 21 (9.0) 6 (1.3) 11 (4.6) 24 (3.5) 53 (7.6) 42(2.5) 
Teaching 46 (20.2) 37 (7.3) 86 (36.9) 109 (23.5) 74 (31.2) 10 (1.5) 206 (29.5) 156(9.5) 
Counselling 53 (23.2) 105 (20.8) 20 (8.6) 40 (8.6) 12 (5.1) 27 (4.0) 85 (12.2) 172(10.4) 
Consultation 91 (39.1) 328 (64.8) 61 (26.2) 243 (52.4) 103 (43.5) 573 (84.6) 255 (36.5) 1,144(69.4) 
Evaluation 8 (3.5) 11 (2.2) 14 (6.0) 11 (2.4) 26 (11.0) 5 (0.7) 48 (6.9) 27 (1.6) 
Prof. /Ethical 12 (5.3) 10 (2.0) 31 (13.3) 55 (11.9) 7 (2.9) 9 (1.3) 50 (7.2) 74 (4.5) 
Adainistration 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (1.3) 25 (3.7) 3 (0.4) 25 (1.5) 
Other 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0.4) 4 (0.6) 1 (0.1) 4 (0.2) 
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DYAD 3 
Tape 1 Tape 2 Tape 3 Total 
Task Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor supervisee Supervisor Supervisee 
Freq. % Freg. % Freq. % Freq. % 
RelationShip 28 (10.2) 18 (3.3) 96 (26.9) 46 (7.9) 31 (11.0) 35 (4.5) 155 (17.0) 99(5.2) 
Teaching 27 (9.8) 17 (3.1) 153 (42.9) 190 (32.4) 76 (27.0) 12 (1.5) 256 (28.0) 219 (11.5) 
counselling 190 (69.1) 405 (74.2) 28 (7.8) 44 (7.5) 73 (25.9) 358 (46.0) 291 (31.8) 807 (42.2) 
Consultation 1 (0.4) 34 (6.2) 56 (15.7) 286 (48.8) 57 (20.2) 282 (36.2) 114 (12.5) 602 (31.5) 
Evaluation 0 (0) 0 (0) 9 (2.5) 0 (0) 25 (8.9) 43 (5.5) 34 (3.7) 43 (2.3) 
Prof. /Ethical 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Adainistration 4 (1.5) 58 (10.6) 15 (4.2) 20 (3.4) 15 (5.3) 27 (3.5) 34 (3.7) 105 (5.5) 
Other 25 (9.1) 14 (2.6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 5 (1.8) 22 (2.8) 30 (3.3) 36 (1.9) 
D! Ä-D-4 
Tape I Tape 2 Tape 3 Total 
Task Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee 
Freq. % 
Relationship 9 (7.9) 6 (0.6) 
Teaching 2 (1.8) 10 (1.0) 
Counselling 33 (28.9) 194 (19.6) 
Consultation 61 (53.5) 705 (71.2) 
Evaluation 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Prof. /Ethical 3 (2.6) 43 (4.3) 
Adrinistration 6 (5.3) 32 (3.2) 
Other 0 (0) 0 (0) 
2 (1.8) 
22 (20.0) 
24 (21.8) 
50 (45.5) 
8 (7.3) 
0 (0) 
4 (3.6) 
0 (0) 
'req. % 
2 (0.2) 
1 (0.1) 
197 (19.1) 
791 (76.7) 
30 (2.9) 
0 (0) 
11 (1.1) 
0 (0) 
Freq. % 
8 (7.9) 53 (4.6) 
7 (6.9) 50 (4.4) 
11 (10.9) 231 (20.1) 
58 (57.4) 718 (60.5) 
8 (7.9) 20 (1.7) 
2 (2.0) 12 (1.1) 
7 (6.9) 64 (5.6) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 
Freq. % 
19 (5.8) 61 (2.0) 
31 (9.5) 61 (2.0) 
68 (21.0) 622 (20.0) 
169 (52.0) 2,214 (70.0) 
16 (5.0) 50 (1.6) 
5 (1.5) 55 (1.7) 
17 (5.2) 107 (3.4) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 
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DYeD 5 
Tape 1 Tape 2 Tape 3 Total 
Task Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee 
Relationship 
Teaching 
Counselling 
Consultation 
Evaluation 
Prof. /Ethical 
Adainistration 
other 
Fre 
7 (3.4) 
60 (29.0) 
14 (6.8) 
99 (47.8) 
2 (1.0) 
0 (0) 
24 (11.6) 
0 (0) 
10 (1.0) 5 (2.5) 
66 (6.8) 44 (22.2) 
65 (6.7) 20 (10.1) 
716 (73.8) 121 (61.1) 
3 (0.3) 1 (0.5) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 
111 (11.4) 5 (2.5) 
0 (0) 2 (1.0) 
req. % 
11 (1.3) 
51 (6.3) 
66 (8.1) 
677 (83.1) 
0 (0) 
0 (0) 
9 (1.1) 
1 (0.1) 
Freq. % Freq. % 
11 (4.8) 26 (3.3) 23 (3.6) 47 (1.8) 
58 (25.1) 64 (8.0) 162 (25.5) 181 (7.0) 
13 (5.6) 52 (6.5) 47 (7.4) 183 (7.1) 
70 (30.3) 475 (59.4) 290 (45.6) 1,868 (72.2) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (0.5) 3 (0.1) 
50 (21.6) 99 (12.4) 50 (7.9) 99 (3.8) 
29 (12.6) 84 (10.5) 58 (9.1) 204 (7.9) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (0.3) 1 (0.04) 
DYAD 6 
Task Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee Supervisor Supervisee 
Tape 1 Tape 2 Tape 3 Total 
Freq. %F 
Relationship 5 (1.6) 5 (1.1) 185 (55.5) 
Teaching 127 (41.0) 37 (8.2) 68 (20.4) 
Counselling 27 (8.7) 107 (23.6) 2 (0.6) 
Consultation 60 (19.4) 138 (30.5) 68 (20.4) 
Evaluation 2 (0.6) 4 (0.9) 10 (3.0) 
Prof. /Ethical 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Adiinistration 82 (26.5) 154 (34.0) 0 (0) 
Other 7 (2.3) 8 (1.8) 0 (0) 
peg. Freq. % Freq. % 
227 (58.4) 17 (4.9) 28 (5.1) 207 (20.9) 260 (20.0) 
22 (5.7) 187 (53.7) 137 (29.7) 382 (38.5) 196 (15.5) 
7 (1.8) 30 (8.6) 156 (33.8) 59 (6.0) 270 (20.8) 
125 (32.1) 66 (19.0) 78 (16.9) 194 (19.6) 341 (26.2) 
8 (2.1) 38 (10.9) 36 (7.8) 50 (5.0) 48 (3.7) 
0 (0) 10 (2.9) 26 (5.6) 10 (1.0) 26 (2.0) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 82 (8.3) 154 (11.8) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 7 (0.7) 8 (0.6) 
Table 6.14. 
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Appendix 18 
13, Cavendish Avenue, 
New Malden, 
Surrey, KT3 6QH 
081 949 6263 
I am writing to ask your assistance in my research for a Ph. D. at the University of Surrey. I 
know the first question always asked by busy people is around the amount of time involved. What 
I would like to do is interview you for approximately 50 minutes and tape and transcribe the 
interview. I would arrange with you a time and place that suits us both and will travel to meet 
you if that is necessary. Let me briefly explain the project. 
I am booked in with the University of Surrey for a Ph. D. investigating 
"Psychotherapy/counselling Supervision in Britain Today". There are several strands to this 
research. The one 1 hope will involve yourself is to interview as many BAC Accredited 
Supervisors as possible and analyze the interviews to uncover the various understandings of 
supervision and in particular which tasks are considered important by those being interviewed. 
I have chosen BAC Accredited Supervisors since they are the only group in Britain who have been 
recognised in a formal way by an organisation. What you have in common is the fact of having 
submitted your work to scrutiny and having been adjudged to have reached an acceptable standard 
according to certain criteria. I would expect that recognition to give you a certain prominence 
in the understanding of supervision and the tasks involved. From all the data I hope to be able 
to articulate the understandings of supervision as perceived and practised in Britain today. 
Since you are a recent Accredited BAC Supervisor I am writing to invite your participation. I 
would like to make it clear that this is an invitation from me and NOT a request from BAC or 
the BAC Accreditation Sub Committee. I hope you will feel under no obligation to me because 
of your involvement with them. I have approached them formally, given them details of the 
research, and they support what is involved and accept it as serious research into 
counselling/psychotherapy supervision. 
Let me explain what I am asking from you. 
to fill in a short summary questionnaire of your background, details of your qualification 
and experience- This will enable me to compare across orientations etc. This should take 
about 3 minutes. 
2. An interview of approximately 50 minutes. In the interview I will ask about your 
understanding of supervision and what you consider are the tasks involved in supervision. 
3.1 will audiotape the interview with you, have it transcribed, and send you a copy. 
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4. When I have analyzed the data I will send you a summary of the findings. 
i have enclosed a S. A. E. for your reply and a short questionnaire to facilitate your return. If you 
would like further information on any of the above or any aspect of the research please contact 
me. If you are willing to take part I will contact you to set up a suitable time to conduct the 
interview. In the actual thesis itself no names will be mentioned. I will provide all equipment, 
tapes etc. and pay any postage involved. Since this research is not being funded by any 
organisation I am not in a position to pay for your interview time: I am hoping it will be your 
contribution to helpful research in an area of interest to both of us. 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
yours sincerely, 
Michael Carroll. 
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SITPERVISOR INFORMATION FORM 
I am asking for the information contained in this form in order to standardise the research project 
and see if any comparisons arise across age, gender, counselling orientation, training etc. 
NAME ..................................................... 
AGE ...................................................... 
COUNSELLING ORIENTATION: (please circle one or more): 
Counselling orientation is seen as a general term which designates, in a broad way, the 
counselling philosophy and practice which most influences your work. 
1. Psychodynamit 
2. Person Centred 
3. Personal Construct 
4. Gestalt 
5. T. A. 
6. Rational Emotive 
7. Cognitive 
8. Behaviourial 
9. Eclectic 
10. Other (please describe) 
What is your training in counselling/psychotherapy? 
What is your training in supervision? 
For how long have you been supervising? yew months 
How many counsellors/psychotherapists have you supervised? 
individually in groups 
please use the reverse side of this page if you need further space to clarify any of the above. I will pick up this short questionnaire when I interview you. 
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Appendix 20 
BRITISH ASSOCIATION FOR COUNSELLING 
RECOGNITION OF SUPERVISORS 
rhe ec gnition Procedure 
Applicants will be required to provide the following material: 
1. A completed application form 
2. A presentation of a piece of their supervision preferably of an individual counsellor, 
including reactions of the supervisee. This can be in the form of either: 
a) a written verbatim of a supervision session, with process commentary 
b) a tape (not exceeding 45 minutes in length), with a written process commentary 
c) a video (not exceeding 45 minutes in length), with a written process commentary. 
3. A description of their aims and methods, including an account of their philosophical and 
psychological understanding of supervision, normally expected to be 1500 - 2000 words. 
jj ecognition Process 
1. The application, together with the comments of the consultant/ supervisor will he shared 
with the assessors. All the assessors are supervisors recognised by BAC. 
2. The application will initially be sent to an assessor and a preliminary assessment made of 
the material presented. Providing that, in the opinion of the assessor, the material in the 
application initially appears to meet the criteria, the applicant will be invited to attend an 
assessment day. An agreement from the preliminary assessor does NOT guarantee that the 
applicant will receive recognition. Applicants whose material does not meet the criteria 
will be informed of the discrepancies and given guidance about what is required 
additionally. 
3. On the assessment day, the applicant will meet the assessors, discuss the submitted 
material and take part in a live assessment of their supervision. Applicants should bring 
a piece of current counselling work on which they will be supervised by one of the peer 
group being assessed. 
4. The live work is assessed on both the openness to receiving supervision as well as giving 
it. However, the live work is not rated more highly than the written and recorded 
material. The assessors will be looking for congruence between the written material and 
the live presentation. 
5. The recognition is for ten years after which time you will be invited to participate in 
whatever renewal procedure is in operation. 
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rt, P Criteria for the Recognition of Supervisors. 
The successful applicant will be one who: 
1. Is either a BAC Accredited Counsellor or has training and experience appropriate to that 
standard. 
2. Has had training in supervision, either by attending an appropriate course or by having 
had training from an experienced supervisor. 
3. Has had at least 100 hours of supervision experience over a period of not less than two 
years with a minimum of four individual supervisees and one group. 
4. Has a philosophy of supervision that integrates training, experience, and practice. 
Evidence of theoretical knowledge should be demonstrated. 
5. Has regular access to a supervisory consultant or group for his/her supervisory work. 
6_ Demonstrates practice which adheres to the BAC Code of Ethics and Practice for 
Supervisors and undertakes to continue working under this Code. 
7. Demonstrates the ability to work with the triangular relationship specific to counselling 
supervision. 
8. Is a current individual member of BAC. 
Applicants are required to give evidence of the above in the form of a written application, a 
presentation of a piece of their own supervision of a counsellor; and to take part in a Recognition 
Day which will include giving and receiving live supervision, and discussion of both written and 
live material with assessors. 
Assessors will be looking for congruence between all parts of the application as well as checking 
that the above criteria are being met. 
Form No. Sup. Rec. 2A 
GC/JR/5/91 
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INTERVIEW WITH B. A. C. ACCREDITED SUPERVISOR 
M Interviewee 
I= Interviewer (Michael) 
I. What I am going to do is interview you about your understanding of 
supervision but with particular relevance to the tasks. Let's start in a very 
general way by explaining to me how you understand supervision - the easy 
questions first! 
M. So, what I would understand by supervision is that is a process by which I 
help my trainees., trainee psychotherapists, to help their clients better, to 
actually facilitate their work with their clients. 
I. Immediately you have emphasised two things: emphasised the client and 
emphasised the supervisee. Do they come in any particular order? 
M. No, I think I would say they are both equally important. I would see them 
as, I would be helping the trainee or trainee psychotherapists as much as I am 
focusing on the client. So I would say, about 50/50. 
I. So you called it a process for the welfare of the client but for the what of 
the supervisee? 
M. Also for the welfare of the supervisee and the development and the growth and 
the education and helping them develop their skills in becoming better 
psychotherapists. 
I. How would this part of training differ from the other parts of training e. g. 
lectures, skills training? 
M. I think this part is different because it is more personalised and people, 
the trainees bring back particular problems that they are focusing on ; or its 
more personalised in that they get a lot more individual attention than they 
would get in a big training group. And it is more focused in the sense that the 
skills are discussed in terms of their appropriateness in a particular context 
with a particular person. So its more focused in that way - whereas in a 
training group you teach them the skills in general. 
i. So the teaching emerges from the case work with a client. 
M. So, if there is any teaching it would emerge from their needs in a particular 
case. Yes. It may be a sharpening of some teaching that they don't understand 
or an extension of something that applies to a particular client. 
I. But the teaching element is not something abstracted from this particular 
client or this context? 
M. No, it would be related. 
1. You mentioned that supervision was a process. Disentangle that a bit for me. 
M. O. K. Well, I'd say supervision is a process whereby a trainee 
psychotherapist comes along to the supervisor with a contract of some sort; it 
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may be a contract to do some problem solving; it may be a contract that has to 
do with extending their repertoire, like more development work; it may be a 
contract that has to do with discussing their overall development as a 
psychotherapist. They come along with a contract and the process of supervision 
has to do with meeting that contract; the supervisor agrees to the contract and 
meets it in some way. So that's primarily how I see the process. 
1. Right, you put the emphasis when you were talking on the supervisee coming 
to the supervisor: in many ways that's not the process that happens in training 
supervision where in fact somebody comes on a course and is either assigned a 
supervisor or has to find their own supervision. Would you not say that the 
process of supervision works somewhat the other way i. e. the supervisee finds 
themselves with a supervisor who tells them what this is about. 
M. No, not in our system: people have much more freedom to select a supervisor 
of their choice although there maybe a limited number of such people. So there 
would be much more freedom of choice. And also I was thinking in the particular 
supervision session, in a particular session they would come along with what 
they wanted from supervision rather than what the supervisor would decide what 
I am going to deliver is this or that. So it works both ways actually. 
1. Do you find that notion of actually having some choice of your supervisor is 
an interesting one, a desirable one, or an essential one? 
M. Essential. I would say it is essential really to have some choice in terms 
of the supervisor. I think some sort of match is important that people can 
actually receive from supervision with whom they have some sort of connection as 
a supervisor. I really think a trainee needs to feel that the supervisor is 
somebody they can be comfortable with, safe with, somebody they could learn from 
and not someone they are simply going to adapt to. I think the main problems 
that can arise is that people overadapt: that they don't learn, they simply try 
and adapt; they don't truly bring their mistakes, their problems, or their 
difficulties. So I think that's an important aspect. 
I. That brings up the role of the relationship in supervision... because what you 
are saying is that match, that relationship match, actually has such an influence 
on the learning that it is essential. 
M. I agree. I think that it is essential. 
1. How would you describe the relationship? 
M. I wouldn't describe it very differently from the psychotherapeutic 
relationship: I think that people need to feel safe, that's what they say, 'we 
need to feel safe', that the person has an I'm O. K - You're O. K. relationship 
with them. They need to feel they can make mistakes and bring their problems as 
well as their triumphs and successes and that they won't be kicked out or judged 
in a kind of negative way about that : that the feedback will be given in an 
appropriate way. So I guess that's what they say: I'm really judging from what 
they say about it and its a relationship that actually extends them and allows 
them to develop. 
I. But quite akin to the therapeutic relationship? 
M. Yes, in essential qualities, yes. In the sense that its empathetic, its an 
"I'm O. K. - You're O. K. " relationship but with the added dimension that you are 
also giving people, you're evaluating, you're saying 'That's O. K., that's not 
O. K., that's damaging, that would have bad consequences. ' 
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I. Which you wouldn't do as much of if you were actually doing therapy with 
someone? 
M. Not as much of, yes. 
I. I'm also wondering if part of the relationship too is that because it is so 
centred on the work situation that personal issues will come in but more as on 
the fringes rather than in the centre. 
M. You see, I've got a very strong stand about that because all our trainees are 
in personal psychotherapy as well. So the task in supervision is to identify 
personal issues where they interfere with psychotherapy so we would pinpoint 
countertransference issues, explore them a bit and work at the consequences in 
terms of the relationship we would not do personal psychotherapy in the 
supervision context. We would get a contract from the person that they would 
take that to personal psychotherapy. And they are quite used to doing it. They 
would say, 'Ah! I think this is a personal issue: I'll take it to my therapy 
group. ' You know, there is no problem about that. 
1. Suppose someone wasn't in their own personal psychotherapy?. What would you 
do then? 
M. I would find out why they were not in their own personal psychotherapy: its 
unlikely to happen in our context because of our training structure: but 
occasionally we have people coming in from the outside who want supervision. 
I would identify the personal issue and would find out if they were prepared to 
do something about it in personal psychotherapy and I would not personally engage 
with them in working on that unless it were a life and death issue for them e. g. 
if they were in a crisis and there was a suicide issue or something: then I 
would work on it immediately and then afterwards find out, contract with them 
to work and afterwards make some kind of agreement about what they were going to 
do next. So I would not do that as a norm. 
1. So as a norm, when personal issues arise in supervision that are a result of 
work with a client your normal way of dealing with that would be to ask them to 
take it back to their own psychotherapy, identify it and send it back. 
M. In general, yes. We would spend a bit of time on it and see how its 
interacting with the client - what implications it has: what sort of alternative 
interventions they could make, what they weren't seeing what they could do 
because of the personal involvement. So we would look at it in terms of the 
client, and options, and interventions but we would not do the personal work that 
is associated with it. So it would be a bit of both really, but it would not be 
doing psychotherapy. 
I. It sounds like you have quite a strong boundary between those two? 
M. I have got really strong convictions about it. 
1. Has that come from your own experience or from supervisees speaking about it. 
M. A bit of both: from my own experience and from supervisees. I think that 
it pays to keep those two relationships separate, otherwise I think what often 
happens is that supervision turns into psychotherapy and people don't actually 
net supervision and I think the clients suffer. And I think I am as committed 
to my trainees as I am to their clients and I think it is important not to 
sacrifice the one for the other. 
I. That brings us back to the learning process that takes place within 
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supervision. Obviously, the welfare of the supervisees that you mentioned and 
their learning - to become better at this task of being psychotherapists. How 
would you see the teaching role, if I could use that since there's a learner here 
too there's a teaching role taking place. How do you see yourself working in 
your teaching role in supervision.? 
M. Well, I think its quite strong really because almost all of what you do in 
supervision you are doing some teaching you know, I may be teaching about 
treatment planning: I may be teaching interventions: I may be doing some 
teaching about ethics by discussion and example. Nevertheless, its teaching. 
I may be teaching about the connection between transference and 
countertransference so I think the teaching element is quite strong. Not that 
I would spend that much time in a teaching role, but I think in between I would 
spend time teaching. 
1. So would you give lectures? I don't mean a formal lecture. But would you 
give little lecturettes -a couple of minutes of some informational aspect.? 
M. Definitely. Like two to three minutes at time. Seldom more. But if people 
are interested in some aspect of diagnosis I may say, 'These are the criteria we 
would be looking for; lets go and DSM 111: lets look it though, lets check it 
against your client. ' So I would be teaching at the same time as supervising. 
I. But beside the informational side which is what you are talking about now are 
there are other ways you would teach? Would you role-play? 
M. Yes, I would role-play. I think I would teach by examples. I often give 
examples from my own experiences. In that sense its teaching all the time. I'm 
teaching how to model an I'm O. K. - You're O. K. relationship. I'm making sure 
that I'm not repeating the process they are stuck in. I'm quite conscious of 
that. 
1. I'm interested in the different methods you use. 
M. Oh! yes. I would use lecturing: I'd use role-play; we may use diagrams; 
we may all get involved in some aspect as a group. 
1. Like a psychodrama (yes), Would you also recommend books and articles? 
M. Yes, regularly. I would recommend books and articles on a particular topic 
so that's a very normal part of the process. So if we are dealing with a 
particular diagnostic category I'd say, 'O. K., do you know so and so's article 
on borderline, personality disorders, you know! '. 
1. Where would be the place for looking at the actual dynamics of the 
counselling relationship? 
M. That would also be in supervision. Because I think one of the areas we would 
focus on would be, are there any countertransference problems? Are they being 
reproduced here in the supervision process with me. 
1. The parallel process? 
M. Yes, the parallel process here. What do you need to do about it? You see, 
I have that checklist: I'm constantly saying: 'What is the priority in this 
particular case: is it a question of countertransference? is that your main 
presenting problem or is a question of treatment planning or is a question of 
technique? Is it an ethics problem? '. 
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i. Is it a conceptualisation issue? 
M, Is it a theoretical problem? Do they need some more input? Is it a thinking 
problem? Sometimes its a thinking problem. They are unable to conceptualise or 
to hypothesise. So I might spend anything, even a half an hour, teaching them how 
to think and how to conceptualise or hypothesise and arrive at interventions and 
gather information, check back. 
I. And obviously help them monitor the relationship between themselves and their 
clients? 
M. Indeed. And we may even then have a supervision contract that they will 
hypothesise and think about a new treatment strategy and intervention, try it out 
and come back with the consequences. 
I. So one of the things you would do in terms of their own learning would be to 
contract with them for areas you might see, or they might feel, are areas for 
development. 
M. Yes, they or I. Sometimes they will think about areas for development: 
sometimes I will think different areas are the ones for development. Then we 
negotiate. 
I. And then contract as the learning focus. 
M. Then they would make specific contracts to do particular things whether it 
would be to read, or try new interventions. Its different for different people: 
like for one person it may be to intervene less and listen more, for someone else 
it may be to be more assertive and intervene more, for someone else it may be to 
go and read. 
I. So the individual, the stage where the individual is an important element 
in supervision. 
M. Yes, I think of that constantly. At the beginning stage people really need 
is confidence building and really basic teaching of techniques and sharpening of 
techniques and once they've got that then they really need slightly more 
sophisticated treatment planning and sharpening on techniques and checking back 
on theory and checking back on hypothesis and so on. And the next stage is when 
they can do differential treatment, planning and then they are needing more 
sophisticated input on different treatment plans and why does this perhaps not 
work, and why does that work better. 
1. Would you ever do skills training as part of this? 
M. Yes. I would. I would do back up skills training because they are doing 
skills training in their training group, but sometimes people will come in and 
say, 'Look! I'm not sure how to do a parent interview and think I could practice 
one and you can give me some feedback on which interventions sound effective and 
which not'. We would do that quite often, they may practice with one another. 
I. So you are actually quite broad on the teaching element of this; if it is 
needed by the superv i see here and now you'll come in an do it even though it 
might still be covered in the training course. 
M. Because supervision is a place where you can go and get that sort of 
specialised, particularised input, which you may not get on the training course. 
Where you can come in and say, 'Look, I'm stuck with a particular client: I'm 
not sure what to say next, I want to play this tape. Now I think what I said 
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next shut the person up: now, what could I have said next. So we look at 
options in that way. A lot of the time we are looking at different options, 
sharpening skills. 
I. Moving on to another area here: obviously, when you were talking about 
supervision you saw it in terms of the welfare of the client and the welfare of 
the supervisee and that brings up professional/ethical issues that are around in 
this area. Do you see it as your job as supervisor to monitor the 
professionalism or the ethical issues around this whole relationship. 
M. Definitely. Yes, I definitely see that as my job. 
I. What would you do normally if you felt that there was a supervisee who wasn't 
being professional? 
M. Well my normal process would be to discuss it with the person, to express 
my concerns, to work out something together. We've had to do that fairly 
frequently. I have no hesitation about that. I think that is part of my 
professional responsibility and all our trainees seem to see that as something 
that is a joint concern. I mean, they phone me if they have ethical issues 
because it is regarded as a shared concern. 
I. But it is your task to make sure that they are working within the boundaries 
and understand them 
M. Yes. We teach the ethics codes: we make sure they understand them: we set 
them problems on it and in supervision they would bring us particular ethical 
problems that they are having with particular clients and that is what we would 
work through in supervision. 
I. You mentioned earlier when you were talking that there might be a case where 
you would refuse to work with someone in supervision if they did not contract. 
Is this an area too where you would do the same if there were somebody whom you 
felt would not or could not or refused to accept some of the codes that are 
basic. Would you stop supervising? 
M. Well. I would certainly discuss it with the person first: I may stop 
supervision but I would take some sort of action about the thing in terms of the 
ethics code if we were subscribing to a joint ethics code. 
1. What kind of action? 
M. Well, like in the I. T. A. we have a joint ethics code and so if someone is 
violating the code of ethics you can go to the ethics committee, you can go 
through the ethics committee and try to sort out the problem with the person. 
I. 1 see what you mean: a sort of ACAS. 
M. Yes, you just don't leave it; you can get something sorted out. 
I. You can get another opinion, or a ruling? 
M. Yes, well, its more serious than that, you know, because if people go in 
front of an ethics committee and are found to be unethical, they can actually be 
stopped from practising as a practitioner. I wouldn't imagine going often to 
that. Generally, I would sort it out with the person. I would hesitate to take 
on somebody who wasn't ready or prepared to be in personal psychotherapy ... or 
who wasn't subscribing to some code of ethics. I wouldn't actually supervise 
someone who wasn't prepared to subscribe to a code of ethics. All our trainees 
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subscribe to a code of ethics. 
I. Is this something you would check with them before actually starting 
supervision: these kinds of things, that they did subscribe to a code of ethics: 
that they knew how you worked and .. 
M. Yes, I would make sure they subscribed to a code of ethics, that they knew 
how I worked and I would take a stand on that - yes. 
1. One of the things in working with a supervisee you have to do, either 
formally or informally, is evaluate them. How would you normally do that? 
M. Well, again, that's a mutual process. We have quite , we have an evaluation 
process built in but quite often in supervision people will come along and say, 
'I want to play you a tape of my work and I want you to tell me what is 
effective about it and what is not effective', and sometimes they will say, 'And 
I want you to do that in terms of the examination criteria', which they know they 
will have to go through at some point. And we do that in the supervision session. 
And then we do what is almost like a diagnostic evaluation and we come up with 
'That's good and that's not so good and this is where you need to improve. ' So 
that's one way. People do that periodically in supervision, like they want some 
fairly ongoing ... tell me what you think is effective, what you think is not 
effective. 
I. So they are actually asking you for feedback on how they are doing? 
M. I'd say its an ongoing evaluation process. But then we also have evaluation 
processes built into our training programme where they can do mock exams or get 
a diagnostic evaluation. But most of them know pretty well in an ongoing way 
what they need to improve and what not. 
1. I'm presuming too that part of this ongoing training you would have to do a 
report eventually: at least one report and maybe several? 
M. Yes, you see.. but the point is that our examination process is external to 
us so I would have to do a report eventually when I endorse somebody for the 
examination. So I would then write a report on their work. 
1. Would you do that jointly with them? 
M. Yes, generally. To be honest I get them to write it and then I put in what 
I ... you 
know .. 
1. So you get them to evaluate themselves... 
M. I get them to evaluate themselves. Sometimes I add some and sometimes I 
subtract some so that it is a joint evaluation I will say to them by this stage 
if they have gone and do that, you know, maybe they shouldn't be going for the 
exam. And they have a fair idea: they are pretty good about knowing themselves. 
And also we have peer group evaluation at the end of every year and they get to 
know their strengths and weaknesses: I think they are pretty accurate about what 
they do well and what they don't. 
I.. Then you would feel fairly free if you felt at this stage that somebody 
wasn't able or ready to move on, in your estimation, to say that. 
M. Absolutely. I have no problems about that. We would do that at the end of 
a particular year if we thought somebody wasn't ready to go on or if they were 
not ready for the exam. Yes, I would be quite straight about them. 
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I. Would you consider yourself, with your own experience and your way of working 
that there might be some people you would want to say to, 'Get out of this 
business'. 
M. Yes, I've told them. 
1. And would you see that as a supervision issue. 
M. Yes, I see that as a supervision issue. I've had several discussions with 
people who have got to the point where they say, 'I'm not sure if I should be a 
psychotherapist' - yes. And once or twice I've said to people, 'Look, I don't 
think you are in the right business".. its not an easy job. 
1. Its not. And not a nice job. And in many ways the ones who bring it up 
themselves are the easy ones: its the ones who are very heavily invested in 
being psychotherapists who might be the difficult ones to tell - they find it 
very hard to hear. 
M. The lucky thing we have here is that we have support in the system that 
several of us are involved ; so we have got quite a lot of support for those 
kinds of decisions. 
j. And there's not just one person left to take full responsibility for it. 
M. Yes, and its not only one person who would know that person; several people 
would and it wouldn't be a quick decision, and we have done that two or three 
times. We've stopped someone practising because she wasn't well enough to 
continue and then let her resume in a year's time. So we have lots of those 
kinds of decisions. 
1. Is there any - I'm trying to think of a word for this - do you think there is 
any place for you in administrative side of supervision? Let me explain that a 
little bit. Say, e; g;, that someone was doing a placement in an agency: would 
you contact the agency at all, would you have any administration side with the 
agency? 
1. Its not really relevant in our context: it doesn't really work that way. I'm 
just trying to think if that is in any way true. We do have some people that 
could be regarded as being on placement with us but we are not really in a 
position where our people are on a placement elsewhere. I suppose some of them 
work in other contexts in that we have sometimes needed to liaise with.. . But that is not part of our process. It's not that I wouldn't do it: its just not part 
of my context. 
1. But, say for instance, you were supervising someone who was working in a G. P. 
surgery : you wouldn't feel any need to contact the G. P. as the supervisor? 
M. I probably would, you see. I do have somebody who works in a G. P. surgery 
but because of the nature of our context I am in touch with him. Yes, I would do 
that and I would get reports from that person and I would liaise with that person 
- yes, its just not that common 
I. I realise that. I'm also thinking that sometimes students are asked to take 
on clients that maybe they shouldn't see at this stage and that can be an 
administrative or agency issue. 
M, I would intervene in cases like that 
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I. You would contact the agency where necessary. So you could have a kind of 
agency liaison role. 
M. I think because of the context in which most of us supervise it isn't so 
common but I wouldn't hesitate to do that.. 
1. Do you do both individual and group supervision? (Yes). Do you see an 
differences between them? 
M. Well, I prefer doing group supervision - that's the difference between them. 
1. Why is that? 
M. Because I just enjoy the interaction ; the kind of feeding from different 
people can be very creative because often people have perspectives that I don't 
or they see things that I don't and that's very complimentary. So I enjoy doing 
that sort of thing. 
I. Do you tend to use the process in the group as part of supervision. 
M. Yes, very much. 
1. Even though the people there may not be doing group therapy. 
M. Yes, even though it is not a group therapy situation . We would use the 
process in supervision and again we would use it to confront people or to 
highlight things ; to bring things to their awareness but we would not 
necessarily do the supportive or underlying psychotherapy ; but certainly 
trainees have been confronted by the group about certain, what I would call, 
therapeutic issues, I can think of one of my trainees who kept putting herself 
at risk with clients in a way we thought was unhealthy .I and several other 
people in the group confronted her about that but we did not work on the 
underlying therapeutic issue but the group process was very supportive in terms 
of confronting her and I think that is very valuable because for those of their 
peers they see them in ways that I don't. And they will often take things from 
them that they won't easily take from me. So I'm very happy to do group 
supervision. I mean, I do individual supervision as well. And I'm equally happy 
doing that but I prefer group supervision. 
1. It sounds like you have to be more active in individual supervision whereas 
you can let the group, in a sense, look after itself, to share.. 
M. Yes, its more of a sharing process. But some people prefer individual 
supervision. I don't have really any conviction about that :I just think it is 
more cost effective to do group supervision. 
1. So just to run through the process you might go through say, you had 
three/four people in a group supervision: what would you ; how would you 
normally run that? 
M. I generally have three people for three hours on the understanding that 
roughly speaking each person would have about an hour of the time to focus on 
their particular clients. So we would generally check it out at the beginning 
when people would tell me what they wanted from that particular day: what was 
on their agenda and then we would tend to flow with it. One person would do a 
piece, then another person would do a piece so that one person may play a tape 
and want some feedback on it and someone may work on treatment planning or 
someone else might have an ethical issue that they want to sort through and 
someone else may have some forms they want me to look at or discuss with the 
430 
group; or someone else may be planning a workshop and they may want to run 
through the workshop design, so we would move round the group in that way. 
1. So you would very much leave it up to them to chose what they wish to bring? 
M. In the main, yes, but that is only in the main. They bring what they want to 
supervision but if I see any pattern emerging -I had one person who only ever 
brought overviews of all his client load, he never brought any taped material of 
individual sessions. I said to him after a couple of times of that , 'Next time 
I want a tape of an individual, of a particular therapy session', so I monitor 
what they bring as well so that I don't feel that I am getting an unbalanced view 
like someone who only brings me their best work and I might say, 'Bring me your 
worst' or someone who only brings me their worst I'll say, 'Bring me you best', 
or whatever. 
1. But you want a variety: you want to see things from different angles. 
M. Basically what we do is we ask them to bring tapes of their sessions and play 
sections but we also ask them to do a case load over at least once a month so 
that we get a sense of their whole case load and then I get flavours of their 
individual work. 
1. Do you ask your supervisees to see their notes? 
M. Yes, we have quite an involved system of note taking: they do a case load 
overview: they do an initial consultation and then they fill in subsequent 
consultations and then put all the details of the diagnosis and the treatment 
planning on the other side of the sheet so they know to bring that: they would 
not come to supervision without that. And every time they bring the updated 
notes so it helps us to recognise the client and they are updating. I wouldn't 
ask them for the detailed notes of every session but I would ask them for the 
intake sheet: I suppose you would call it an analysis of the client and the 
process. 
1. And as you say a summary of the trend 
M. An overview; the stage of treatment and what they have done in the session, 
and what the next session is going to be. We have some forms we have evolved for 
that. 
I. Using tapes seems to me to be very much within the humanistic model; others 
don't tend to use it much., When did this arise for you in supervision. Was 
there any reason why you used tapes.? 
M. Well, I suppose, it is part of a tradition. Yes, I think there is a very 
good reason why I use them myself and why I ask my clients. I don't think you 
pick up countertransference problems as quickly as you do on tapes when you are 
talking to people because when people have go on the end blinkers they are not 
going to see or hear. And when you have got the tape it is just very clear - and 
they realise that too. I've said to them quite often, its so obvious. When 
they bring the tapes we quickly identify the issues. And I found that in my own 
supervision as well. When I brought my tapes within five minutes I got more out 
of supervision than if I talked about something for twenty. So it is very much 
quicker and easier. 
I. I was talking to someone recently who had rather a cynical view of 
supervision and he said that now after many years in this business that 
supervision was a competitive business where the students tried to hide their 
work and it was your job as supervisor to get close to it. I was wondering, in 
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fact, if you felt that actual tapes gave the side that was missing from reports 
which is what actually happens. 
M. I think perhaps that is true, because you hear the nuances and you can get 
the real point of what was happening and then the other answer to that is if you 
really supervise from an I'M o. k. - You're o. k. position people do bring their 
problems and don't try and hide from you and they really come with what is 
troubling them. 
I. I was thinking of your saying at the beginning that if you build up the 
atmosphere of where there is trust in fact then people can do that. 
M. Only today I had a phone call from someone who said 'I am seeing a client on 
thursday and I am really worried about him , and he said this in his last session 
. If 
he thought I was going to judge him he would never tell me that: he was 
really worried about this person and had he done the best thing and was there 
anything I could suggest. And I think that 's very rewarding. 
1. And this was someone who was not afraid of opening up their work to you. 
M. Yes, I think that is quite common in our supervisory setting. 
1. Some people say there can be a marked difference between what is reported and 
what happens. 
M. I'm sure there can: I really think there can. And that's why I think the 
tapes help so much because you really hear it and sometimes people will report 
something and it sounds dreadful and they play the tape and its really good 
therapy . So I've said to them, I want the tapes because I do not always trust 
their own judgment one way or he other of what they do. 
1. They can put themselves down as well as put themselves up. 
M. They learn to evaluate the difference through hearing themselves and that has 
been a great help to many of them as well. 
1. Have you noticed how you change or do you change as the therapist or 
counsellor is getting more experienced.? 
M. Definitely, I change. I think I am very much at the beginning really 
emphasising their strengths and not focusing heavily on their weaknesses, ready 
to build confidence and I am teaching a lot, doing a lot of skills work. As we 
go on it is really a question of refining and I would say I am very much more 
confrontative as we go along and I can be as they get closer to their exams: its 
like its more acceptable to them as well: they want to say , 'Look, really tell 
me now: I think I am missing here: what is it? Now I am doing well there but 
I am still missing here now . I've brought you this tape and I want you to listen carefully and tell me what's going wrong ... or I think 
I've still got this 
problem in my style of therapy and how can I work on it. 
1. So, you become more direct and challenging as you get to know your 
supervisees better, and they almost seem to ask for that. 
M. Absolutely, yes. And they seem to welcome that and really want the 
refinement. Its like they are saying, 'I'm good, but I want to be excellent. 
Now what is it , where am I getting stuck, this is where I am getting stuck... 
don't let me off the hook and tell me what it is... what do you hear". 
I. Do you notice the difference in doing supervision with trainees and then 
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doing supervision with people who are qualified and are not doing this as part 
of their training course: what people sometimes call consultation.? 
M. Just let me think. Except for the difference in developmental levels I 
wouldn't say so really. You see, the people who come for their supervision with 
us are generally people who are training as supervisors as well so they may 
divide their time between wanting to give supervision of clients and then wanting 
supervision of their supervision. I suppose the difference mainly is the sorts 
of problems that they have are really difficult problems: they no longer get 
stuck on ordinary things; so if they bring problems they are usually tricky ones 
they are stuck with . 
I. They're not beginning problems. 
N. Its like really tricky problems of diagnosis or treatment or 
countertransference, you know, like more tricky involved problems. 
I. I suppose at this stage this might be more of a colleague/colleague 
relationship rather than the other which still has the teaching element. 
M. Yes, I think it gradually moves more and more to a colleague/colleague 
relationship. 
1. Do you feel any need to have any boundaries, boundaries of course, any 
personal boundaries the way you would have with those in therapy with somebody. 
Would you feel any need to have those with your supervisees.? 
M. Yes, I'm just thinking of personal boundaries. Yes. I think I do have 
personal boundaries with ... like I don't think they have come into supervision to hear about me ... 
I. But you would share your cases with them? 
M. I may share - well, I wouldn't share my cases so much as I might say, 'In 
this particular instance I have some experience, and this is the kind of thing 
that has worked for me, maybe it would work for you. I may share that kind of 
thing. I wouldn't necessarily share cases particularly, and I would maintain 
very similar boundaries except insofar as I would share some of my own experience 
and I would teach more than I would in psychotherapy. 
I. Would you talk about times things hadn't worked for you too? 
m. Yes, yes, I do that. I do that quite often. It really helps them to know 
about my failures: when I was nervous, or this is really difficult, or this will 
take you a long time.. 
I. What about socialising with them. Would you socialise easily with them? 
With your supervisees? 
M. I suppose I do have some boundaries about that. I socialise with them 
insofar as we socialise in semi formal contexts. Like we may meet at conferences 
or we may have parties here, like we have two parties a year here to which our 
trainees come and Metanoia events and trainee events. But I don't socialise with 
them as I would with friends, except where... I suppose the only exception is 
where they are almost at the same level as I am where they are virtually teaching 
members of I. T. A. 
I. A sort of colleague/colleague. 
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M. Yes, by then. By then the distinction has gone altogether. I'm thinking more 
of most of the people I supervise but not the supervisors whom I supervise. They 
are in a different category. Then we are colleagues. That's a different level. 
I. But it sounds like it more of the teacher socialising but not too formal, 
that kind of thing. Where you can easily change into another mode and it doesn't 
harm this kind of relationship. 
M. And I think that is unavoidable in the sense that they are training 
psychotherapists. Because you are going to meet them at conferences, you are 
going to meet them at meetings so it is important that you have some way of 
relating to them in a professional context. But there is definitely a difference 
between those and the people whom I would regard as colleagues. . 
I. And quite a strong difference between both those and those you would see for 
counselling or therapy. 
M. Oh, yes. Of course if you are training psychotherapists you are in a 
difficult position for sometimes the people I am see in psychotherapy are also 
in training so I might still meet them at conferences or whatever. We have to 
learn to maintain a different boundary 
1. Its a small world. 
M. Yes, but that is different from people I see only for psychotherapy. 
I. So let me sweep through some of the things I think, in a sense, are some of 
the tasks. If I was asking you to rank those in terms of importance what do you 
think are the important ones ? 
M. The important tasks, I think, are ... I think I have quite a few. One of the 
most important tasks is the overall development, the professional development of 
the trainee - their development as a psychotherapist and as a professional 
person, in terms of professional practice and in terms of expertise. I think 
that is the overall job I've got . Within that you can 
break it down into things 
like focusing on theoretical issues, on issues of diagnosis and treatment 
planning, on intervention strategies, on -countertransference problems and 
parallel process. 
1. Do you think your own style has evolved as you have gone along doing the job 
or are you influenced by any theory? 
M. I think I am influenced by... I think I am really influenced by 
humanistic theories, by Transactional Analysis, by Gestalt psychotherapy, by the 
philosophies of those approaches because I think I very much subscribe to the 
basic philosophical position of the "I'm o. k. - You're o. k. " position and the importance of that for learning: so in terms of philosophy I subscribe to that. 
In terms of conceptual models of supervision I think I subscribe to an 
integrative model which looks at the different aspects of trainee development and 
different aspects of treatment planning for clients that has a multi- faceted 
view of treatment planning. So that there isn't just one way of treating and you 
force it on everyone. You look at the particular individual and you work out 
what would fit best for that person. So you would do the same with the trainee: 
what would be best for this particular person, and I would use an integrative 
framework for that. 
I. So I presume you wouldn't subscribe to the theory that you cannot really do 
supervision with somebody from a different counselling orientation? 
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M. No. You see I've done supervision with people from different counselling 
orientations. I've supervised people from psychosynthesis. I've regularly 
supervise Gestalt people but I've supervised psychodynamic people. I don't think 
that's a problem. You see, if you have a model of supervision and you've got 
certain criteria by which you assess the problem I don't see that there will be 
a problem. 
J. I was wondering about language. Do you adapt your language to where the 
person is, so e. g. you might use countertransference/transference with one group: 
with another you might use different words? 
M. Yes, its quite easy to do that, you know. If you supervise within a 
particular framework ; if I supervise a counsellor I would use words like: 'What 
is your goal in this particular counselling relationship etc'. whereas if I were 
dealing with a T. A. supervisee I would ask, 'What is your contract? How do you 
word it? Did you keep your contract? ' If I were dealing with a Gestalt 
supervisee I would use slightly different language such as 'How do you identify 
the problem? What do you think the interruptions to contact are? ' I don't think 
it is difficult to adjust the language slightly to fit the frame of reference. 
1. But you actually fit their frame. You don't demand that they fit your frame? 
M. No, I would fit their frames. I may teach them something of my frame, you 
know, like 'in T. A. we have a useful way of conceptualising that: we use the 
contract ... maybe the contract is a good idea. I've got quite a strong 
philosophical, values belief about not forcing my frame of reference... 
I. But in terms of supervision that means logically that you want this person 
to develop in their way, not in your way.? 
M. Yes, I think that is true. And, I think if they were too foreign to me, i. e. 
ethically if they were behaving in a way that was not acceptable to me I would 
say, 'Look, I don't think I am the best supervisor for you, because in your 
context you think certain things are acceptable or therapeutic and I don't'. 
I. Do you think if someone were with you for quite some time its good for them 
to move one. Unlike therapy where staying with the one therapist can be a 
valuable thing do you see any reason why someone should move one in supervision.? 
M. Yes, we do that : we suggest that people stay in supervision for about a 
year at a time. But we swop people around so that they find as they move to other 
supervisors that they get different perspectives on supervision with different 
people. 
1. And different emphasis 
M. Yes, and different emphasis. And they cotton onto it quite quickly because 
once we get the supervision requests the more senior people say, 'I want so many 
sessions with so and so, and so many with so and so'. 
1. They know the strengths ... and the order? 
M. I think that is very important. And I also think in terms of the supervisor 
countertransference you need to do that. If the trainees don't move on they may 
get hooked into someone and their particular beliefs, and if they can then check 
that against someone else it can be very valuable. 
1. But also I think in terms of the teaching modality after a while you get to 
know people's patterns, thoughts and so on, you learn sometimes more surprisingly 
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with someone else, for a while anyway. Is there anything else of significance 
around here that you feel I haven't touched on in terms of your roles or your 
tasks. I haven't looked at your development, in a sense, as a supervisor or if 
you feel you have changed over the years or how you think you have developed. 
M. Well, I'm just thinking. A lot of my work just now has got to do with 
supervising supervisors which is a whole different arena really. Its standing 
back from supervision and you are really looking at what they do ; so that's 
another dimension.. 
I Has that said anything differently to you about what supervision is? 
Are there any other skills or tasks that are part of that aren't here if you are 
going back all the time. 
M. Yes, I suppose, there are. You are really assessing. You are looking at 
effectiveness in a whole different way . You are really saying, Is this person being effective with this trainee and is that also being effective with that 
client? You are looking at three people now rather than at two and am I really 
doing the best for the supervisor and for the trainee and for the client and 
really having to keep in mind three people and the effect that anything you say 
will have on the three systems. 
I. There are some orientations, and in particular I am thinking of family 
therapy, who solve a lot of these issues by having things like, the one way 
mirror, the bug in the ear, the phone in the room, the live supervision. Do you 
see any value in that at all? 
M. We don't use the bug in the ear or the one way mirror: we use the live 
supervision a lot. So a lot of my supervision would be live. Like, I might run 
the supervision group, and I would have a supervisor come in and that person 
would supervise and I would supervise the supervisor. So we do a lot of that. 
And all our examination preparation would be that kind. Our exams also include 
live supervision : quite often people will co run a group with me or co train 
with me and I do live supervision and so we use the live supervision model more 
than anything else. People may run therapy groups with us and we supervise them. 
So that's the system we use .I like that: its really up front. 
I. And there's an immediacy about it that is-very valuable? 
M. And everybody enters the discussion; so its not that anything is hidden which 
is very much part of our philosophy. Its like having a completely open system.. 
1. And there's an honesty about that and facilitating good learning. 
M. Yes, they can hear what is being said. 
1. Its not hidden away. 
M. And then they often say, 'Its really good to hear some of the senior people 
also getting feedback and accepting it and listening to it. Its good modelling 
on the work they have done'. 
I. Anything you wanted to say about supervision that I haven't covered. 
M. Oh dear, Michael, there are probably hundreds of things I want to say about 
supervision, about the tasks of supervision. The main tasks I do think of are the 
overall professional, ethical, effective development of the psychotherapist. You 
know, it covers everything about them. It covers not only the way they deal with 
clients but how they present themselves, the contexts in which they work, you 
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know is that suitable; how they conduct their practices.. 
1. How much this takes out of them. 
M. Yes, whether they are suffering from burn-out, whether they look after 
themselves; what they charge; how they relate to other professionals; whether 
they are involved in the professional world generally. So it is really a very 
wide task and I think all that belongs in supervision, every bit of it. 
Everything that has to do with their professional life . 
I. I'm not sure if you have found that the longer you stay in this field the 
longer you supervise. More and more supervision becomes a critical part of their 
lives. 
M. Yes, I think about a third of my professional life. I could spend more if 
I didn't resist it. 
I. Do you enjoy doing it? 
M. Yes, I love doing it. I really love supervising but then I love teaching and 
I love doing psychotherapy. I just don't like doing administration. 
1. So you need at least another two lives ... Maria, 
thank you very much. I 
think I have asked all the questions I wanted to ask. 
M. Good. 
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